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SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee has considered budget estimates, which are con-
tained in the Budget of the United States Government, 2008. The
following table summarizes appropriations for fiscal year 2007, the
budget estimates, and amounts recommended in the bill for fiscal
year 2008.



SUMMARY OF THE COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2007

AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2008
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2007 FY 2008 Bill vs. Bill vs.

* Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request

Title I, Department of Defense - Civil.......... 5,338,370 4,871,000 5,684,427 -1,362,608 +713,427
Title I, Department of the Interior............... 1,059,016 1,000,880 1,072,880 -4,136 +72,000
Title HIl, Department of Energy............c....... 24,093,193 24,762,713 25,243,119 +1,014,926 +480,408
Title IV, Independent agencies................... 309,846 252,745 239,895 -70,051 -12,850
Subtotal....ooorvi 30,800,525 30,887,338 32,140,321 -421,869 +1,252,983
Scorekeeping adjustments .................... ~-504,882 415,321 -537,321 -32,439 -122,000
Grand Totalof bill .................... 30,205,643 30,472,017 31,603,000 -454,308 1,130,983

' Excludes emergency supplemental appropriations of $1,640,165.
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INTRODUCTION

The Energy and Water Development Appropriations bill for fiscal
year 2008 totals $31,603,000,000, $1,130,983,000 above the Presi-
dent’s budget request, and $1,307,357,000 above the amount appro-
priated in fiscal year 2007.

Title I of the bill provides $5,584,427,000 for the programs of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, an increase of $246,057,000 above
the fiscal year 2007 enacted level (adjusted for one-time emergency
spending) and $713,427,000 over the budget request. The fiscal
year 2008 budget request for the Corps of Engineers totals
$4,871,000,000, which is composed entirely of new budget author-
ity.

The fiscal year 2008 budget request for the Corps Civil Works
program continues the performance-based ranking system with two
major modifications to the guidelines. The first formalizes risks to
human life for consideration along with economics for flood and
storm damage reduction projects. The second changes the
prioritization metric from the remaining-benefits-to-remaining-
costs ratio to benefit-to-cost ratio for all projects with the exception
of those for which the primary purpose is environmental restora-
tion. This performance-based system is intended to focus limited
federal resources on the efficient completion of high economic-value
projects while suspending or terminating work on other projects.
The Committee supports the concept of focusing limited resources
on completing high-value projects already under construction. The
Committee bill and report retain changes to improve the Corps’
project management and execution, particularly in the areas of
reprogrammings, continuing contracts, and five-year budget plan-
ning.

Title II provides $1,072,880,000 for the Department of Interior
and the Bureau of Reclamation, $72,000,000 over the budget re-
quest and $13,864,000 above the fiscal year 2007 enacted level. The
Committee recommends $1,029,880,000 for the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, $72,000,000 above the budget request and $4,884,000 above
the fiscal year 2007 enacted level. The Committee recommends
$43,000,000 for the Central Utah Project, including $976,000 for
deposit into the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Ac-
count, both the same as the budget request.

Title III provides $25,243,119,000 for the Department of Energy,
an increase of $1,149,926,000 over fiscal year 2007 and
$480,406,000 over the budget request of $24,762,713,000 (adjusted
for one-time emergency spending).

Beginning in fiscal year 2008, the Energy Supply and Conserva-
tion account is separated into new program accounts: Energy Effi-
ciency and Renewable Energy; Electricity Delivery and Energy Re-
liability, Nuclear Energy; and Environment, Safety and Health
(non-defense). The Legacy Management (non-defense) account is
transferred to the Environmental Management (non-
defense) account. The Committee recommends funding for renew-
able energy and energy efficiency programs at $1,873,844,000, an
increase of $637,645,000 over the request; nuclear energy programs
at $759,227,000, a decrease of $42,476,000 below the request; non-
defense environment, safety and health programs at $31,625,000.
The Committee recommends $4,514,082,000 for the Office of
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Science an increase of $116,206,000 above the budget request and
$716,788,000 over the current year.

Environmental management activities—non-defense environ-
mental cleanup, uranium enrichment decontamination and decom-
missioning, non-defense legacy management, defense environ-
mental cleanup, and defense legacy management—are funded at
$6,671,361,000, a decrease of $30,883,000 below the fiscal year
2007 enacted level and an increase of $358,843,000 over the budget
request.

The Committee recommends a total of $494,500,000 for the
Yucca Mountain repository. This includes $202,454,000 for Nuclear
Waste Disposal, the same as the request, and $292,046,000 for De-
fense Nuclear Waste Disposal, the same as the request.

Funding for the National Nuclear Security Administration
(NNSA), which includes nuclear weapons activities, defense nuclear
nonproliferation, naval reactors, and the Office of the NNSA Ad-
ministrator, is $8,786,881,000, a decrease of $599,952,000 below
the request, and a decrease of $294,132,000 below fiscal year 2007.
The Committee recommendation includes $1,683,646,000 for De-
fense Nuclear Nonproliferation, an increase of $307,000 over the
current year and $11,000,000 over the budget request. Funding for
tllle Power Marketing Administrations is provided at requested lev-
els.

Title IV provides $239,895,000 for several Independent Agencies,
a decrease of $70,051,000 from fiscal year 2007 and $12,850,000
below the budget request of $252,745,000. The requested funding
is provided for the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, the
Delta Regional Authority, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission In-
spector General, and the Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board,
the Denali Commission, and the Office of the Federal Coordinator
for Alaska Natural Gas Transportation Projects. The request for
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission is increased by $17,150,000.
The request for the Appalachian Regional Commission is reduced
by $30,000,000, and no funds are provided for the Office of Inspec-
tor General for the Tennessee Valley Authority.

PrROJECTS

Congress has made significant reforms in the way it reviews and
allocates funding for the Federal government, reforms that the
Committee takes very seriously as it executes its constitutional au-
thority. Earmarking or directed spending of Federal dollars does
not begin with Congress. It begins with the Executive Branch. For
example, the Administration requests funding for several Corps of
Engineers accounts and one Bureau of Reclamation account as tab-
ular lists of projects. The Administration, in selecting these
projects, goes through a process that is the functional equivalent of
earmarking. When the Committee reviews the budget request, it
goes through a process of rigorous review and may alter or modify
this list to reflect additional priorities.

The Executive Branch also engages in another practice which
steers or directs money to specific entities or purposes through a
process of contracting out various activities and services. The Exec-
utive Branch steers or directs far greater spending to specific
projects or corporations than is directed or earmarked by Congress.
In nearly all Department of Energy work locations, the number of
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people working for contractors far exceeds the number of Federal
employees at the same site. Many of the contracts at these loca-
tions, in fact, are non-competitive or sole-sourced. The Department
of Energy manages its large holdings of research facilities and pro-
duction sites primarily as Government-Owned, Contractor-Oper-
ated sites and facilities. These site management and operating con-
tractors (M&O contractors) are granted great flexibility by the De-
partment of Energy to subcontract out for goods and services and
ultimately direct billions of dollars appropriated for programmatic
activities to specific companies and other entities at the sole discre-
tion of the M&O contractors.

The Committee provides no recommendation at this time for spe-
cific projects contained in either the Administration’s budget or
proposed by Members of Congress. Individual project allocations
will be considered comprehensively after the Committee has prop-
erly analyzed all relevant information.

FUNDING To ADDRESS GAS PRICES AND CLIMATE CHANGE

For fiscal year 2008, the Energy and Water Development appro-
priation includes $3,403,857,000 to address climate change, an in-
crease of $767,352,000 from the fiscal year 2007 enacted funding
level and $1,065,144,000 more than requested by the President.
Funding is provided for research, development, demonstration, and
deployment of energy technologies that increase energy conserva-
tion and production of energy without emission of greenhouse
gases. Funding also is provided for research to understand and pre-
dict climate change. While funding through this appropriation will
not reduce or stabilize gas prices immediately, §503,497,000 of
these funds are provided for research, development, and dem-
onstration of improved vehicle technology and production of
biofuels. On a five- to ten-year timescale, the results of these activi-
ties should reduce demand for oil and increase supplies of alter-
native motor fuels.

The energy research funded at the Department of Energy ranges
from basic work to map the genomes of microorganisms that digest
cellulous to applied work to increase the efficiency of turbines.
Work on conservation aims at development of zero energy houses
by 2020, improved energy efficiency for U.S. industry, and tech-
nology to further increase the fuel efficiency of vehicles along with
improved batteries for electric and hybrid cars and hydrogen stor-
age for the FreedomCar of the future. Support for deployment of
available conservation technology is provided through the weather-
ization grants, state energy grants, and federal energy manage-
ment programs. Renewable energy generation includes biofuels,
solar, wind, geothermal, and hydropower. Increased renewable en-
ergy production is supported through major refurbishment by the
Army Corps of Engineers of existing hydropower dams. Nuclear en-
ergy provides 20% of current electricity generation in the United
States. Sustaining this level of energy production is supported with
research, subsidies for first applicants to the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission for new types of licenses, and demonstration of safer,
gas-cooled next generation nuclear power plants. Fossil energy
spending is devoted to carbon separation and sequestration so that
coal can be used to generate energy without greenhouse gas emis-



8

sions and to improving the energy efficiency of current coal-fired
power plants.

The science research features climate modeling using DOE’s
state-of-the-art super computers, atmospheric radiation monitoring,
and long-term experiments on the response of forests and other
ecosystems to increased atmospheric carbon dioxide.

REVERSING THE DECLINE IN ENERGY RD&D FUNDING SINCE THE
CARTER ADMINISTRATION

In the 1970s, the United States responded to an energy crisis
with substantial funding for energy research, development, and
demonstration (RD&D) through the newly-created Department of
Energy. With the collapse in oil prices in the 1980’s, the long-term
challenge of reducing U.S. dependence on imported oil was ne-
glected and funding for these efforts was drastically reduced. Sub-
sequently, energy RD&D funding was neglected for two decades. By
fiscal year 2006, after adjusting for inflation, the research budget
for renewable energy was only 20 percent of what it had been in
fiscal year 1980. Similar declines occurred for nuclear energy with
2006 funding at 11 percent and fossil energy at 25.5 percent of
1980 levels. Funding for conservation fared better but also de-
creased to 49 percent of 1980 levels.

In the year-long continuing resolution for fiscal year 2007, Con-
gress began to reverse this decline by providing a $300,000,000 in-
crease for renewable energy and conservation that the Department
of Energy wisely allocated mostly to RD&D. This increase brought
2007 funding for renewable energy and conservation up to 38 per-
cent and 54 percent, respectively, of 1980 levels.

This bill continues to increase the investment in energy RD&D
so that the United States can invent and innovate its way to a bet-
ter energy future. The Committee provides funding increases for
renewable, nuclear, and fossil energy and conservation RD&D.
These increases will bring fiscal year 2008 funding compared to
1980 appropriations up to 47.5 percent for renewables, 31 percent
for fossil, and 67 percent for conservation. Nuclear energy RD&D
spending in the bill is still only at the 11 percent level compared
to 1980 because most of the increase in nuclear energy is devoted
to subsidies for licensing new nuclear power plants and fabricating
mixed oxide fuel—non-research activities.

While RD&D is only one tool in addressing the current energy
crisis, it is the tool available to the Committee. As the above fig-
ures make clear, there is considerable room for increased invest-
ment in all four energy areas. The Department of Energy is encour-
aged to pursue all the technologies that can help abate the current
energy crisis and to do so in creative and innovative ways. The De-
partment must maintain a careful eye toward what can be used in
the private and public sectors in the coming five to fifteen years.
The Administration is encouraged to propose future budgets that
build on the increased support provided by the Committee.
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TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL
INTRODUCTION

The Army Corps of Engineers is made up of approximately
34,600 civilian and 650 military members. The military and civil-
ian engineers, scientists and other specialists work together on en-
gineering and environmental matters. The diverse workforce of bi-
ologists, engineers, geologists, hydrologists, natural resource man-
agers and other professionals is necessary to meet the demands of
changing times and requirements.

The Energy and Water Development Act funds the Civil Works
component of the Corps of Engineers, which encompasses approxi-
mately 23,000 civilians and 190 military personnel. Army involve-
ment in works of civil nature dates back to the origins of the na-
tion. Over the years, the Corps Civil Works mission has changed
to accommodate changing societal needs and values. A brief legisla-
tive history of the Corps has been included in past Energy and
Water Development reports. The section that follows outlines the
major civil works mission areas of the Corps.

MAJOR MISSION AREAS

Currently, the Corps accomplishes the Civil Works mission
through the following major business programs:

Navigation.—The role of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers with
respect to navigation is to provide safe, reliable, and efficient wa-
terborne transportation systems, such as channels, harbors and
waterways, for movement of commerce, national security needs and
recreation. The Corps seeks to accomplish this mission through a
combination of capital improvements and the operation and main-
tenance of existing projects. Capital improvement activities include
the planning, design, and construction of new navigation projects,
and the construction of major improvements or rehabilitation fea-
tures for existing projects. The Corps currently operates and main-
tains 12,000 miles of commercial inland navigation channels; owns
and/or operates 257 navigation lock chambers at 215 sites; and
maintains 926 coastal, Great Lakes and inland harbors.

Flood damage reduction.—Section 1 of the Flood Control Act of
1936 declared flood control to be a proper Federal activity since im-
provements for flood control purposes are in the interest of the gen-
eral welfare of the public. The Act stipulated that for Federal in-
volvement to be justified, “. . . the benefits to whomsoever they
may accrue (must be) in excess of the estimated costs, and . . . the
lives and social security of people (must be) otherwise adversely af-
fected.” The Corps manages 383 major lakes and reservoirs, and in-
spects or controls 12,000 miles of federal levees. In addition, the
Corps inspects 1,800 miles of levees that are non-Federal, but
which participate in the Rehabilitation and Inspection Program.
Over the last ten years, the average damages prevented by Corps
projects totaled $21.1 billion per year.
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Ecosystem restoration.—The Corps of Engineers incorporated eco-
system restoration as a project purpose within the Civil Works pro-
gram in response to increasing national emphasis on environ-
mental restoration and preservation. Historically, Corps involve-
ment in environmental issues focused on compliance with National
Environmental Protection Act requirements related to flood protec-
tion, navigation, and other project purposes. More recent efforts
have involved pro-active restoration measures to damaged eco-
systems, and the provision of local environmental infrastructure. In
addition, the Corps regulates all work in wetlands and waters of
the United States and manages the cleanup of former Manhattan
Project and Atomic Energy Commission sites.

Hurricane and storm damage reduction.—Congress authorized
Federal participation in the cost of restoring and protecting the
shores of the United States, its territories and its possessions.
Under current policy, shore protection projects are designed to re-
duce damages caused by wind-generated and tide-generated waves
and currents along the nation’s ocean coasts, Gulf of Mexico, Great
Lakes, and estuary shores. Hurricane protection was added to the
erosion control mission in 1956 when Congress authorized cost-
shared Federal participation in shore protection and restoration of
publicly-owned shore areas.

Federal assistance for periodic nourishment was also authorized
on the same basis as new construction, for a period to be specified
for each project, when it is determined that it is the most suitable
and economical remedial measure.

Water supply.—National policy regarding water supply states
that the primary responsibility for water supply rests with states
and local entities. The Corps may participate and cooperate in de-
veloping water supplies in connection with construction, operation
and modification of Federal navigation, flood damage reduction, or
multipurpose projects. Certain conditions of non-federal participa-
tion are required.

Hydroelectric power generation.—Congress, through various stat-
utes, has directed the Corps to consider the development of hydro-
electric power in conjunction with other water resources develop-
ment plans. The Corps owns and operates nearly one-quarter of the
United States’ hydropower capacity, with 75 projects in operation.

Recreation.—The Corps is one of the nation’s largest providers of
outdoor recreation opportunities, and ranks first among federal
providers of outdoor recreation. Although known primarily for the
opportunities managed at its lake projects, the Corps also partici-
pates in the planning, design and construction of recreation facili-
ties at a wide variety of other types of water resource projects.
There is no general authority for Corps participation in a single-
purpose recreation project.

CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM

The continuing authorities program (CAP) provides a mechanism
for the Corps to respond to a variety of local water resource prob-
lems without the need to obtain specific congressional authoriza-
tion for each project. The CAP program is comprised of ten legisla-
tive authorities under which the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, is authorized to plan, design, and
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implement certain types of water resources projects. The individual
authorities are as follows:

Section 14—Emergency streambank and shoreline erosion.

Section 103—Hurricane and storm damage reduction.

Section 107—Small navigation improvements.

Section 111—Shore damage caused by federal navigation works.

Section 145—Placement of dredged material on beaches.

Section 204—Beneficial uses of dredged material.

Section 205—Small flood damage reduction projects.

Section 206—Aquatic ecosystem restoration.

Section 208—Snagging and clearing for flood control.

Section 1135—Project modifications for environmental improve-
ment.

INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT IN THE UNITED STATES

Public infrastructure has played a critical role in the develop-
ment and economic success of the United States. Past investment
in the nation’s water resource infrastructure was not made by
chance, nor was it made lightly. That infrastructure must be main-
tained and updated to meet the current requirements of our Na-
tion. Despite the value to our economy and the safety of our citi-
zens, the level of investment has not kept pace with critical re-
quirements of existing infrastructure, let alone improvements to
meet changing needs. One need only look at the decline in federal
investment in public infrastructure over the last five decades, as
detailed by the Congressional Budget Office in its report, “Trends
in Public Infrastructure Spending,” to see the trend. A portion of
this reduction can be attributed to elements of public infrastructure
that have shifted from construction to less expensive maintenance
and the move toward an economy based more on technology and
services. However, public investment has declined beyond the level
accounted for by these factors.

In the area of water resource infrastructure, while investment
has been static or declining in real terms, the needs of the Nation
are increasing. This increased demand is required in part by aging
infrastructure and in part by changing national needs and values.
The long-term risk to the Nation of under-investment is an impor-
tant issue, as illustrated by the tragedy that resulted from the hur-
ricanes in New Orleans and the Gulf Coast area in 2005. However,
the question of whether the investments we make are the right
ones should be of equal concern. Current policy favors new con-
struction over maintenance of existing infrastructure, even when
maintenance or rehabilitation may offer a better outcome. An-
nouncing that we are adequately maintaining what the public al-
ready owns is not newsworthy—it is simply expected.

In 2005, the American Society of Civil Engineers estimated that
nearly 50% of all Corps maintained locks are functionally obsolete,
having reached or exceeded their design life of 50 years. While this
information is necessary and important to investment decisions,
project age does not always correlate directly with performance. As
we move forward modernizing and updating our water resource in-
frastructure, we must look at the desired outcomes necessary for
the future performance of the Nation’s navigation and flood control
projects.
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As noted by the National Association of Public Administration’s
report “Prioritizing America’s Water Resource Investments”, the
model used in the past for how we invest in the Nation’s water re-
source infrastructure is no longer appropriate. We face significant
challenges that require a more disciplined and rigorous approach
that encompasses a broader context than has been applied in the
past. The Corps of Engineers and the Administration are making
progress in this regard, with increased attention to fiscal manage-
ment and project execution, recognition of risk, balancing of mul-
tiple objectives and longer term planning having all contributed to
this progress. Yet much work remains.

The Committee supports the Corps’ efforts to prioritize its port-
folio of projects. While the Committee agrees in large part with the
prioritization of projects, it does not believe the level of funding
provided by the Administration is sufficient to meet the needs of
the Nation. In light of the need for increased investment in public
infrastructure, the Committee recommends a significant increase to
the Corps of Engineers budget for fiscal year 2008 to address addi-
tional priorities. Were it not for current severe fiscal constraints,
the Committee would have recommended more, particularly in the
Construction account for ongoing projects to address flood control
and navigation. The Committee remains adamant that the Corps
of Engineers continue the reforms made in the last several years
regarding project management and execution and out-year plan-
ning. The Committee’s expectation, regardless of the amount of the
annual appropriation, is that the Corps will ensure its funding is
expended in good faith and in the best interests of the public.

PROJECTS

Congress has made significant reforms in the way it reviews and
allocates funding for the Federal government, reforms that the
Committee takes very seriously as it executes its constitutional au-
thority. Earmarking or directed spending of Federal dollars does
not begin with Congress. It begins with the Executive Branch. For
example, the Administration requests funding for Corps of Engi-
neers on a project-specific basis for the Investigations, Construction
and Mississippi River and Tributaries accounts. The Administra-
tion has historically also asked for the Operation and Maintenance
account as a tabular list of projects. A change to the presentation
of the budget request this year shows these projects aggregated
into regions; however, the substance of the request remains the
same. If Operation and Maintenance is included, these project-spe-
cific requests amount to 84 percent of the Corps of Engineers budg-
et. The Administration, in selecting these projects, goes through a
process that is the functional equivalent of earmarking. When the
Committee reviews the budget request, it goes through a process
of rigorous review and may alter or modify this list to reflect addi-
tional priorities.

The Committee provides no recommendation at this time for spe-
cific projects contained in either the Administration’s budget or
proposed by Members of Congress. Individual project allocations
will be considered comprehensively after the Committee has prop-
erly analyzed all relevant information.
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HYDROPOWER INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT

Energy security and issues of global climate change are increas-
ingly important to the decisions made regarding infrastructure in-
vestment. Hydropower improvements at existing facilities provide
a reliable, efficient, domestic, emission-free resource that is renew-
able. Hydropower plants have, without question, changed the nat-
ural river environment. However, with some exceptions, the envi-
ronmental damages of existing dams are largely complete, and fur-
ther investment in modern turbines can have the benefit of improv-
ing existing water quality and fish passage issues in addition to in-
creasing generation efficiency and capacity. The Corps must con-
tinue to focus on minimizing the negative impacts to the environ-
ment, while maximizing the use of existing infrastructure. Hydro-
power benefits also include the flexibility to meet peak power de-
mands, the displacement of additional thermal plants, and ancil-
lary services such as voltage stability of the transmission system
and system restoration after black-outs.

The Corps of Engineers is the largest operator of hydroelectric
power plants in the United States, accounting for 24 percent of the
nation’s hydropower generating capacity. The total investment in
these federal facilities is nearly $18 billion, but much of the hydro-
power infrastructure is approaching the end of, or exceeds, its de-
sign life. The Corps hydropower program has seen a decline in sys-
tem availability that is now 15 percent below the industry stand-
ard. In addition, the force outage rate for Corps facilities has been
increasing over the last five years and now is more than twice the
industry standard.

The Corps is in the process of developing overall short and long
term asset management strategies. The Committee urges the Ad-
ministration to complete the planning for this business line and
budget more fully for this activity once the plan is in place and per-
formance metrics are clearly articulated. The investment in exist-
ing hydropower plants can contribute to our nation’s energy secu-
rity while providing direct repayment to the Treasury as the elec-
tricity reaches the market.

The Committee provides $95,000,000 for major hydropower re-
habilitations to provide near-term benefit to the nation’s energy
supply.

FISCAL YEAR 2007 CONTINUING RESOLUTION EXECUTION

Fiscal year 2007 appropriations were provided to the Corps
through a full-year continuing resolution; this method of funding
gave the Administration broad latitude to determine project alloca-
tions among all accounts. The Committee recognizes and appre-
ciates the efforts of the Corps and the Administration in deter-
mining the project allocations. The methodology was fair, taking
into account past commitments while trying to avoid unnecessary
delays or terminations of projects.

FISCAL YEAR 2008 BUDGET OVERVIEW

The fiscal year 2008 budget request for the Corps of Engineers
totals $4,871,000,000, which is composed entirely of new budget au-
thority. The Committee recommends a total of $5,584,427,000 for
the Corps of Engineers, an increase of $246,057,000 from fiscal
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year 2007 enacted levels (adjusted for one-time emergency spend-
ing) and $713,427,000 above the request. The budget request for
fiscal year 2008 represents a continuation of the performance-based
system, using the ratio of total benefits-to-costs as the primary
measure. This represents a change from the previous two years,
when the Administration relied on the ratio of remaining-benefits-
to-remaining-costs. This performance-based system is intended to
focus limited federal resources on the efficient completion of high
economic-value projects while suspending or terminating work on
other projects.

The Committee supports the changes the Administration has
made in its project selection criteria. First and foremost in these
changes is the recognition of the primary importance of human
safety in project selection. Projects that address significant risk to
human safety receive sufficient funding to support an uninter-
rupted effort during the budget year. The Committee has expressed
concern over the last several years that risk to large populations
was not being addressed due to the limitations of using a strict
benefit-to-cost ratio. For fiscal year 2008, the budget request for-
malizes the consideration of risk including: the population in the
100-year floodplain, velocity and depth of flow, warning time and
paths of egress. This change resulted in budget requests for 14
projects that otherwise would not have met the minimum benefit-
to-cost criteria.

The second change made in project prioritization is the move
from remaining-benefit-to-remaining-cost (RBRC) to benefit-to-cost
ratio (BCR). RBRC introduced a perverse incentive to defer those
elements of projects that provided the most benefits while focusing
first on those that do not provide economic benefits. While still an
imperfect measure, the BCR does not change significantly over the
project development timeframe, resulting in more stability from
year to year. Corps of Engineers projects are generally formulated
as a total project rather than as a series of separable elements. As
such, if a project is initiated, it should be done with the intent to
complete the project. While the Committee believes this should be
the general rule, there are inevitable circumstances where projects
zhould be reevaluated in light of changed conditions or improved

ata.

The budget request includes no projects in the Construction ac-
count which would be considered “new starts”; however, it does in-
clude one new project study under the Mississippi River and Tribu-
taries (MR&T) account. In addition, the request includes two new
activities, the “Wise Use of Floodplains” study in the Investigations
account and the “Portfolio Assessment for Reallocations” study in
the Operation and Maintenance account.

The Committee remains concerned that the initiation of addi-
tional, new projects will adversely impact ongoing projects. Avail-
able funding is insufficient to execute existing projects in a timely
fashion; adding additional projects only exacerbates the problem.
The Committee notes that the latter two activities are short-term
efforts which will not result in significant out-year requirements.
Evaluating policy, procedural and administrative issues related to
investing in infrastructure and programs that reduce risk from
flooding as proposed in the floodplains study is a wise investment
that may improve the implementation of future projects; the study
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is a one-time cost of $1,000,000. The second study, Portfolio Assess-
ment for Reallocations, is a two-year appraisal of the portfolio of
existing Corps multipurpose projects to identify the best candidates
for opportunities for operational changes and/or reallocation oppor-
tunities.

The Committee will consider funding for the major rehabili-
tations at Markland Lock and Dam and Locks No. 27, Mississippi
River, critical elements of the Ohio and Mississippi River systems.
The Committee does not view the rehabilitation of existing infra-
structure as a new construction start on par with entirely new in-
vestments, but rather a necessity to ensure adequate functioning of
the Nation’s water resource infrastructure.

A summary table illustrating the fiscal year 2007 enacted appro-
priation, the fiscal year 2008 budget request, and the Committee
recommended levels is shown below:

(Dollars in 000s)

Account Fiscal year 2007 enacted Fiscal year 2008 request Committee recommendation
Investigations $162,916 $90,000 $120,100
Rescission (—) (—) (—100)
Emergency appropriations .........c.cco....... 8,165 (—) (—)
Construction 2,336,368 1,523,000 2,008,874
Rescission (—) (—) (—4,688)
Emergency appropriations ............ccc....... 36,500 (—) (—)
Mississippi River and tributaries .. 396,565 260,000 278,000
Operation and Maintenance 1,973,347 2,471,000 2,655,241
Emergency appropriations 3,000 (—) (=)
Regulatory program 159,273 180,000 180,000
FUSRAP 138,672 130,000 130,000
Flood control and coastal emergencies ...... — 40,000 40,000
Emergency appropriations ... 1,561,000 (—) (—)
Expenses 167,250 177,000 171,000
Office of Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Civil WOTKS) +.vvooeevereeceeeeiieeeiieseiis 3,979 (1) 6,000
TOTAL, Corps of Engineers 6,947,035 4,871,000 5,584,427
Appropriations ............. 5,338,370 4,871,000 5,584,427
Emergency appropriations ........ 1,608,665 (—) (—)

1The budget proposes to fund this office from within the General Expenses account. For purposes of comparison, the budget request in-
cludes $6,000,000 for these activities in fiscal year 2008.

FISCAL YEAR 2008 BUDGET PRESENTATION

For the second year, the Corps of Engineers has proposed several
changes to the manner that the Civil Works program is presented
and appropriated. The most significant change appears in the Op-
eration and Maintenance account, where four categories of projects
and programs are moved from Construction into the Operation and
Maintenance account. These categories are: the rehabilitation of in-
frastructure; Endangered Species Act compliance; the construction
of facilities, projects or features (including islands and wetlands) to
use materials dredged during Federal navigation operation and
maintenance activities; and the mitigation of impacts on shorelines
resulting from Federal navigation operation and maintenance ac-
tivities. Additionally, the budget request rolls operation and main-
tenance projects into geographical regions and provides a top line
appropriation for all projects contained within each of the 21 re-
gions.

The Committee reiterates its support for a more systematic ap-
proach to funding the operation and maintenance of the nation’s
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waterways and understands the dynamic nature of the project
needs under this account. The Committee remains concerned that
the budget request simply reflects the summation of the projects
under each region and is not a genuine effort to budget on a water-
shed basis. Moreover, it appears, on its face, to be an attempt to
circumvent the Committee’s reprogramming restrictions.

The Committee supports the proposal that three of the four cat-
egories be moved to the Operation and Maintenance account but
maintains major rehabilitations within the Construction account.
Further, the Committee recommends that the Operation and Main-
tenance account be appropriated based on the geographic regions
contained in the budget request. Given the Committee’s concerns,
this recommendation is made with the following stipulations:

e The Corps will provide, under signature, to the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations the planned funding al-
locations by project for this account, including a detailed ac-
counting of activities previously funded under the Columbia
River Fish Mitigation Project and the Missouri River Fish
Mitigation Project;

e The Corps will maintain this information on its website;

e The Corps will not deviate from this allocation of funds
without a clearly articulated management plan outlining the
circumstances under which a reprogramming between indi-
vidual projects is justified and the process by which these deci-
sions will be made;

¢ This management plan shall be provided to the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations; and

e As part of the management plan, the Corps is instructed
to develop a communication plan for how this process would be
coordinated with, and justified to, the affected Members of
Congress, water system users and other interested parties.

Last year, the House report contained essentially the same rec-
ommendations and conditions; by contrast, the Senate report re-
jected the proposal in its entirety. Yet there is no evidence that the
Corps has made an effort to provide additional justification for the
change or detail how this new budget approach would be managed.
Further, the Corps was instructed in fiscal year 2007 to reevaluate
the fiscal management of this account; to the knowledge of this
Committee, this review was never undertaken. If the Corps and the
Administration expect this Committee to continue its support for
this change, these issues must be addressed.

The fiscal year 2008 request for the Operation and Maintenance
account is nine percent above the fiscal year 2007 request. How-
ever, once adjusted for the projects involved in the shift of the
above mentioned activities, the fiscal year 2008 request is 14 per-
cent above the fiscal year 2007 request. The following table pro-
vides a comparison.

Account Fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal year Committee Rec-
2006 Enacted 2007 Request! 2007 Enacted 2008 Request! ommended !

Operations and Maintenance .................... $1,969,000 $2,258,000 $1,973,347 $2,471,000 $2,655,241
(1,916,000) (1,973,347) (2,175,079) (2,382,000)
Construction 2,348,000 1,555,000 2,336,368 1,523,000 2,008,874
(1,897,000) (2,336,368) (1,818,921) (2,282,115)

1Bracketed figures reflect account totals following the structure used in fiscal year 2006.
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Within the funds provided, the Committee directs the Corps to
implement the Ohio River and Tributaries navigation system im-
provements as outlined in the Lakes and River Division’s Five Year
Development Perspective. Though inadequate to address all identi-
fied needs, additional funding is provided to support the efforts of
the Division and stakeholders. Additionally, the Committee encour-
ages the Corps to place greater priority on navigation improve-
ments in the Great Lakes Region.

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND EXECUTION

In recent years, the Committee has directed the Corps to improve
program management and project execution. In the current envi-
ronment of aging infrastructure, static or declining budgets, in-
creasing backlog, and changing societal values and requirements,
past Corps management practices no longer serve the Nation well.
The Corps of Engineers is uniquely qualified to play a significant
role in the future of our water resource infrastructure, given its
role over the past several centuries. To meet this challenge, the
Corps must adapt to new circumstances and focus on its core mis-
sions and responsibilities.

In executing this program, the lessons learned from the Gulf
Coast hurricanes should remain at the forefront of the agency’s col-
lective consciousness to ensure that the agency regains the public’s
trust and mistakes of the past are not repeated. The Corps of Engi-
neers has many talented and dedicated civil service employees, and
the agency must rely on these individuals’ expertise for the tech-
nical assessments necessary to execute the Corps of Engineers’ pro-
gram. It is incumbent upon leadership at the Corps of Engineers
to provide the structure and culture that allows critical review and
divergent opinions to be aired and seriously considered. The alter-
native to open and honest communication carries a risk far too
high for the people who rely upon the Corps of Engineers.

The Committee supports the Corps’ efforts to improve its budg-
eting and management processes, as well as the implementation of
the principles in the “12 Actions for Change” introduced last year.
These principles were announced in the wake of the lessons of Hur-
ricane Katrina and fall within three areas: effective implementa-
tion of a comprehensive systems approach; improved communica-
tion; and reliable public service professionalism. Institutional
change is an extremely difficult and a long process, the Committee
commends the Corps for recognizing the need for action.

The Committee continues its focus on several program manage-
ment issues including: five-year budget plans, conservative use of
reprogramming and continuing contracts, performance based budg-
eting, and improved budget justification materials. The Corps and
the Administration continue to improve in these areas, and the
Committee commends the Corps and the Office of Management and
Budget for the progress made to date. Additionally, the Committee
adds accurate cost estimating as an area of focus to execution
issues. The recent significant cost increases in New Orleans, as
well as those on several large lock and dam projects, illustrate this
is an area in which the Corps of Engineers needs to improve.

Five-year comprehensive budget planning.—The Committee reit-
erates its strong belief in the value of five-year budget plans and
longer-term strategic visions to help guide budget requests and
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Congressional spending decisions. The National Academy of Public
Administration, in “Prioritizing America’s Water Resources Invest-
ments”, recommends both shorter term project-specific plans as
well as long-range planning on a 20-year time horizon. The cir-
cumstances of our nation’s economy and physical development have
changed significantly from the time much of our existing infra-
structure was designed and built. Global competitiveness, energy
policy, and environmental values all affect our water resource
needs. These longer-range budget plans are critical to under-
standing the outcome and timeline of current investments so that
scarce resources may be spent with consideration of the future.

Additionally, such plans force discipline and regional integration
in budgetary decisions and encourage stability from year to year.
By providing the Congress and the Executive Branch a view of
what lies ahead in the Civil Works program, a comprehensive five-
year plan may alleviate some of the pressure to fund every project
in each fiscal year. The development of a plan will also require the
Corps to make the necessary tradeoffs to integrate individual
projects into a coherent future-years Civil Works program. In the
absence of a rational strategy, the long-term vitality of the Corps
is placed at risk and scarce federal resources will be squandered on
projects of limited national benefit. This is one of the principal les-
sons from the Gulf Coast hurricanes, and a lesson that must not
be forgotten.

Emphasis on expenditures.—The Committee continues its direc-
tion that the Corps adhere to a fiscal management practice that
fully honors congressional direction and accepts a higher level of
carryover funds in order to achieve increased transparency into
project costs and multi-year funding commitments.

Prior to fiscal year 2006, the Corps of Engineers used 99% ex-
penditure of appropriated funds as its primary performance metric.
This metric was initiated in response to congressional direction to
“spend down” large unobligated balances. As with any performance
metric, care must be taken when selecting measures to ensure that
unintended consequences are minimized and that such metrics do
not skew decision making in a manner that adversely impacts the
ultimate performance of the program. Tying performance to fully
expending an annual appropriation leads to decisions at the indi-
vidual project level that would not be made if the metric was sim-
ply project budget and schedule. It also results in an inordinate
amount of resources being directed to moving funds from project to
project in order to meet the expenditure goal, rather than focusing
on the primary task of the Corps of Engineers—planning, designing
and building water resource projects.

Changing the Corps’ business model to prioritize obligations as
a performance measure rather than expenditures brings stability
and certainty to the program and to individual projects. In addi-
tion, it honors congressional intent as to the allocations for indi-
vidual projects. While this change does bring a short-term impact,
it does not adversely impact projects over time, as it essentially
shifts the funding profile of the program. Over any multi-year time
horizon, the same number of projects will be funded at the same
level—the difference is the sequencing of the funding. As fully
funded contract obligations are entered into that span multiple
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years, additional resources are “freed” to fund other projects in fu-
ture years.

As the Corps improves its fiscal management practices, the car-
ryover balances of unobligated funds will be reduced. Much has
been made of the high carryover balances of fiscal year 2006. How-
ever, an objective analysis of unobligated funding shows that once
supplemental appropriations and Act language (funding that can-
not be reprogrammed without statutory language) are deducted,
the carryover is approximately $460 million. If unobligated funding
for congressionally directed projects is removed, the unobligated
carryover is less than $200 million out of a more than $5.3 billion
program.

Reprogrammings.—The Committee again provides legislative lan-
guage to guide reprogramming actions in fiscal year 2008. The
Committee recognizes that there are legitimate instances where re-
programming is necessary and desirable, and has endeavored to
work with the Administration and the Corps to ensure those in-
stances are addressed expeditiously. The flexibility to move funds
among projects is a necessary tool to adjust to changing project
conditions and needs; the guidelines imposed by the Committee do
not preclude such flexibility, but do provide a method to exercise
Congressional oversight to ensure that the Civil Works program is
being executed consistent with Congressional intent.

It is the Committee’s intent that the Corps should meet its com-
mitments to Members and local sponsors. The Committee reminds
the Corps that it is responsible for budgeting funds to fulfill the
commitments made to local sponsors and Members of Congress.
The Administration and the Corps made progress toward this goal
in the fiscal year 2007 work plan. Additionally, the Committee has
provided funding in the Construction and Investigations accounts
to make further progress to this end.

To ensure that the expenditure of funds in fiscal year 2008 is
consistent with congressional direction, to minimize the movement
of funds, and to improve overall budget execution, the bill includes
a section prohibiting the obligation or expenditure through a re-
programming of funds that:

(1) creates or initiates a new program, project or activity;

(2) eliminates a program, project or activity;

(3) increases funds for any program, project or activity for
which funds have been denied or restricted by this Act;

(4) reduces funds that are directed to be used for a specific
activity by this Act; or

(5) increases or reduces funds for any existing program,
project or activity by more than $2,000,000 or 25 percent,
whichever is less;

Notifications pursuant to this section or any other authority for
reprogramming or transfer shall be made solely to the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations. This provision shall not
apply to the initiation of new projects or activities under the con-
tinuing authorities program. However, new projects under the con-
tinuing authorities program not identified in the report accom-
panying this Act must be submitted to the House and Senate Com-
mittees on Appropriations for approval. This requirement is in rec-
ognition of the large backlog of existing projects. Until ongoing
projects are complete, the Committee does not see the wisdom in
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initiating new projects that the Corps does not have the financial
wherewithal to address. Reprogramming approvals shall also be re-
quired for changes in a project’s scope and cost relative to what
was submitted in the project justifications. These guidelines vitiate
all other reprogramming guidance provided in previous appropria-
tions Acts or their accompanying reports and shall be applied to all
accounts of the Corps of Engineers. In addition, the Corps is di-
rected to submit to the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations a quarterly report detailing project execution relative to
stated capability and enacted appropriations.

Continuing contracts.—The Rivers and Harbors Appropriations
Act of 1890 first authorized the Corps to award continuing con-
tracts. Later, section 10 of the Rivers and Harbor Act of 1922 pro-
vided general authority to award continuing contracts for any pub-
lic work on canals, rivers, and harbors adopted by Congress. These
specific authorizations for continuing contracts save the Corps from
being in violation of the Anti-Deficiency Act. Unlike the multi-year
contracting authorities of other agencies under titles 10 and 41 of
the U.S. Code, which do not provide for the obligation of funds in
advance of appropriations and are subject to reasonable bounds,
the Corps continuing contract authority has few constraints. Its use
has resulted over the years in a large number of long-term con-
tracts with high out-year funding commitments, which could also
involve a significant unfunded cost to the taxpayer if the Corps
later terminated the contract.

In the past, when entering into such contracts, the Corps obli-
gated the federal government to pay certain costs from future ap-
propriations. The contract clause also allowed the contractor to per-
form more work than was budgeted in any fiscal year when avail-
able appropriations for the current fiscal year were exhausted, but
at the contractors’ risk with an expectation that payment would be
made from subsequent appropriations.

These are the two fundamental objections this Committee has
with the use of the “true” continuing contract clause. This Com-
mittee is unwilling to allow the Corps to make obligations on be-
half of future Congresses. Also, the Federal government, not the
contractor, must determine the level of resources committed to each
project each year. The Committee once again reminds the Corps
that Congress determines how much funding is to be available for
a particular project in any given fiscal year, and the Corps must
ensure that it manages its program within that amount.

In fiscal year 2006, the Committee limited the Corps’ ability to
use continuing contracts. This guidance was maintained under the
Continuing Resolution for fiscal year 2007, and the Committee ex-
tends it for fiscal year 2008. Originally this action was the result
of several years of increasing concern with the Corps’ liberal use
of and inadequate budgeting for continuing contracts, concerns
which were confirmed by a GAO study. The Committee recognizes
that the Corps has taken significant steps to address the problem,
including fully budgeting for the majority of contracts rather than
using incremental funding for contracts of limited duration and
cost.

The Committee remains unconvinced that the Corps, in attend-
ing to these concerns, has endeavored to implement this change in
a manner that balances all interests. The Committee is aware of
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several different strategies that have been used on large multi-year
contracts and fails to understand why refinement of one or more
of these alternatives could not be used to provide certainty for Con-
gress as well as the contracting community.

The Committee understands that the vastly varied scope of the
projects the Corps is charged with constructing requires a variety
of contract mechanisms and supports the use of continuing con-
tracts on large multi-year projects as long as the two issues dis-
cussed above are directly addressed and an analysis shows this is
the appropriate contract mechanism. The fiscal year 2006 Con-
ference Report carried a provision that made continuing contracts
optional rather than required. The Committee continues to believe
that the continuing contract has a role; however, no specific con-
tracting mechanism should be required without consideration to
the specific circumstances of the situation.

The Committee therefore directs the Corps to develop criteria
and standards for the use of continuing contracts as well as exam-
ine alternatives to this contracting mechanism. The Committee has
been unwilling to eliminate the use of continuing contracts. How-
ever, if the Corps cannot refine its current approach and justifica-
tion for the use of this mechanism, perhaps it is time for the Corps
of Engineers to function as every other Federal agency does with
respect to contracting. This Nation landed men on the moon with-
out the use of continuing contracts; surely a lock and dam can be
built without one.

The bill includes a provision that prohibits the use of funds pro-
vided in title I of this Act to execute any new continuing contract
(or modifications to any existing continuing contract) that commits
an amount for a project in excess of the amounts appropriated for
such project that remain unobligated.

Cost estimating.—Historically, the Committee has used the Corps
as an example of technical competency in providing accurate cost
estimates. The Committee is becoming concerned that the Corps
has not provided sufficient emphasis in this area in recent years.
The cost estimates for the provision of flood protection in New Or-
leans have been decidedly off the mark. While the Committee rec-
ognizes the existence of significant mitigating factors in this in-
stance, Corps’ projects routinely see cost increases beyond the
bounds of reason. This is not just an issue for this Committee, but
adversely impacts many local sponsors. The Committee urges the
Corps to take steps to improve project cost estimates, with par-
ticular attention given to using realistic funding profiles and mar-
ketplace trends.

Congressional justification materials.—The Committee remains
concerned that the congressional justifications submitted by the
Corps in support of the annual budget request continue to be inad-
equate for an appropriation request of nearly $5 billion. The Com-
mittee continues to believe the materials must include a clearly ar-
ticulated overview and discussion of policy proposals included in
the annual budget request beyond that which is included in the an-
nual summary of the President’s budget request.

The Committee reiterates prior direction that this information
shall include, but not be limited to: discussion of the individual
mission areas and their value to the nation; an analysis of appro-
priations language provisions and changes; comparative amounts
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available for obligation; comparative amounts showing obligations
by object class; summary of changes from the enacted level; a delin-
eation of responses to significant items included in the reports ac-
companying annual appropriations Acts; appropriations and au-
thorizing histories; dispositions of projects directed by Congress but
not requested by the Administration; explanations of how indi-
vidual projects fit in the context of larger regional objectives, and
narrative and tabular summaries of program requests.

Performance-based budget.—In fiscal year 2006, the Committee
directed the Corps to contract with the National Academy of Public
Administration (NAPA) to study and recommend factors which
should be used in determining the allocation of limited resources
for the construction of water resource projects. This study resulted
from concerns with the Administration’s use of remaining-benefit-
to-remaining-cost (RBRC) ratio as the primary factor in the consid-
eration of projects for inclusion in the fiscal year 2006 budget re-
quest.

The report, “Prioritizing America’s Water Resource Investments”,
released in February 2007, provides recommendations that, if im-
plemented, would radically change the budget process at the Corps
of Engineers. The Committee commends the panel responsible for
the study as well as the many interested parties that contributed
views and recommendations. While many of the proposals may
prove to be long-term aspirations, there are several that are well
within the Corps’ authority and ability to implement as the budget
process evolves, including increasing the number of factors used to
analyze, plan and prioritize Corps construction projects and the
continued development of five-year planning as well as longer-
range plans.

The Committee supports the Administration’s change to ranking
projects based on benefit-cost ratio (BCR) from RBRC, and the
more rigorous approach to the risk to human safety. The Com-
mittee continues to believe the ranking system is a valuable guide
but is not determinative in the allocation of funds.

Savings and slippage.—In fiscal year 2006, the Committee dis-
continued the practice of assuming an estimate for savings and
slippage with the Corps of Engineers Civil Works program. As
noted in prior reports, the practice had devolved into a method to
ratably reduce funding for individual projects in order to fund more
projects than an appropriation would support. This was equivalent
to an airline selling more seats than an aircraft can accommodate.
The practice led to confusion, and in some cases, allocations to
projects through reprogramming in excess of appropriated funding.

Continuing authorities.—The Corps has taken significant meas-
ures in managing this program in response to Congressional con-
cern and criticism on past practices. The Committee fully supports
the measures taken and the proposal to begin prioritizing projects,
as well as managing the approval of new agreements to realistic
expectations of annual appropriations. The Committee does not
renew the prohibition that has been in place for the last two years
on executing new cost sharing agreements. However, the Corps is
directed to maintain approval authority for all cost-share agree-
ments for this program with the Chief of Engineers. This authority
cannot be delegated.
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In addition, the Committee directs that all Congressionally-di-
rected funding for specific Continuing Authorities projects must re-
main available for use on the intended project for a period of two
years after the date of enactment of this Act. For Congressionally-
directed projects funded in previous appropriations bills, for which
funds remain, those funds shall remain available for two years
from the date of enactment of this Act. After the two year period,
or after completion of the Congressionally-directed projects, any re-
maining unobligated funding may be made available to other ongo-
ing Continuing Authorities projects without creating any obligation
to repay those funds to the source projects. Such use of unobligated
funds will not require Congressional approval via the reprogram-
ming process. The intent of this language is to ensure that Con-
gressional intent is executed within a reasonable timeframe, while
also encouraging the Corps to provide more realistic cost and
schedule estimates for Continuing Authorities projects.

The Committee remains concerned regarding the backlog of ex-
isting Continuing Authority projects. The Corps current estimate of
the federal requirements of these projects is almost $2 billion, for
a program which receives an average of $120 million per year. Due
to this backlog, the Committee continues its policy of no new starts.

INVESTIGATIONS
(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS)

Appropriation, 2007 ........... 1$162,916,000
Budget estimate, 2008 90,000,000
Recommended, 2008 120,100,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccoecvieerriieeniiieeniee e ereeesereees —42,816,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ..........coooiiiieiiieeeee e +30,100,000

1Excludes emergency supplemental appropriations of $8,165,000.

This appropriation funds studies to determine the need, the engi-
neering and economic feasibility, and the environmental and social
suitability of solutions to water and related land resource problems;
and funds preconstruction engineering and design, data collection,
interagency coordination, and research.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $120,100,000, a
decrease of $42,816,000 from the fiscal year 2007 enacted level, and
$30,100,000 over the budget request. The Committee recommenda-
tion includes the rescission of $100,000 appropriated in Public Law
106-554.

The Committee provides no recommendation at this time for spe-
cific projects contained in either the Administration’s budget or
proposed by Members of Congress. Individual project allocations
will be considered comprehensively after the Committee has prop-
erly analyzed all relevant information. The budget request for this
account and the approved Committee recommendation for national
programs are shown on the following table:
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CORPS OF ENGIMEERS - INVESTIGATIONS

{AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS|

«ves- REQUEST

YAKUTAT HARBOR, AK. ... .....cuiiininerannsnrcroransnsas

ARTIONA
RILLITO RIVER, PINA COUNTY, AZ......,... [N
VA SHLY-AY AXINEL SALT RIVER RESTORATION AZ [IPRSARN
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA COASTAL SEGINENT MASTER PLAN, CA......... o
COYOTE & BERRVESSA CREEKS, CA.............. ... ... ..
COYOTE & BERRVESSA CREEKS, CA.... ... .
ESTUDILLO CANAL, CA................ .
SUTTER COUNTY, CA........vvvuuennnne S e
UPPER PENITENCIA CREEK, CA..... . e e B
COLORADD
CACHE LA POUDRE. CO.................. Cetisaaaaaveeerae
GEORGIA
AIGUSTA, GA. .. . iun it iiiiivrenn i nncnans eenes
LONG ISLAND, MARSH AND JOHNS CREEKS GA.. .
SAVANNAH HARBOR EXPANSION. GA..............
BUAN
MAGATNA RIVER FLOOD CONTROL, GUAM.. ........co0ivvnins
HAWAT L
ALA NAX CAMAL, DANY, HI.. ... . viiinmniiiaaaninnnanns
BARBERS POINT HARBOR ROD!FICATIOH‘ CARY, HE...........
KAHUKU, HI. ... ..o PO
MAALAEA HARBOR, MAUT. HI.......cooiiivireviiiavennssns
ILLINDIS

ILLINOIS RIVER BASIN RESTORATION, TL..................
INDIANA

THOIANA HARBOR, IN.... ... .. asessvers e Pareeas

BAYOY SORREL LOCK. LA ... ... ........
CALCASIEU RIVER BASIN, LJ\
LOUTSIANA COASTAL AREA ECOSYSTEM REST, LA {$CIEHCE PRO

LOVISIANA COASTAL AREA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, LA......
PASSACHUSETTS
BOSTON HARBOR (45.FOOT CHANNEL), MA...................
COASTAL MASSACHUSETTS ECQSYSTEM RESTGRATION MA.. ...
RICHIGAN

GREAT LAKES MAY SYST 5TudY. MI, JL. IN, AN, NY, OH, PA

L PLNG
and ven “ee
300 .
. 658 eas
300 - .o
250 .
700 I -
€25 o
338 ons .
191 - .
240 cen P
P 750
51
e 100
100 .- wes
300 pe- .
50 .
60 .- cam
e 150 PN
Q0 e pen
300 v e
aes 100 e
wen 1,371
%5 aar e
$,000 e aee
£.000
ar
104 .- P
800 ann .
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - INVESTIGATIONS

{AHOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

INV,

MINNESOTA
WILD RICE RIVER, RED RIVER OF THE NORTH BASIN, MN.. ...
MISSOURI
KANSAS CITYS, HO & KS........ ...,
KANSAS CITYS, HO & KS..........

SPRINGFIELD, MO................
ST LOUIS FLOOD PROTECTION, MO

HONTANA
YELLOWSTONE RIVER CORRIDOR, MT........................
NEBRASKA
LOWER PLATTE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NE................
NEW HAMPSHIRE
MERRIMACK RIVER WATERSHED STUDY, NH & MA..............
NEW JERSEY
HUDSON - RARITAN ESTUARY, HACKENSACK MEADOWLANDS, NJ..
HUDSON - RARITAN ESTUARY, LOWER PASSAIC RIVER, NJ.....
NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION, HEREFORD TO CAPE MAY INLE
NEW MEXICO
HIDDLE RIO GRANDE BOSQUE, NM.............. ... ... ......
NEW YORK
BUFFALD RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING, NY..............

HUDSON - RARITAN ESTUARY, NY & NJ
UPPER SUSGUEHANNA RIVER BASIN ENVIRON REST, COOPERSTOW

NORTH CAROLINA

CURRITUCK SOUND, NC. ... .. .. it
NEUSE RIVER BASIN, NC....... ... v

OREGON
LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, OR & WA...
SOUTH CAROLINA
EOISTO ISLAND, SC...... . oo iiiiians
TENNESSE
HILL CREEK WATERSHED, DAVIDSON COUNTY, TN.............
TEXAS
BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, BROWNSVILLE CHANNEL, TX.........
DALLAS FLOODWAY, UPPER TRINITY RIVER BASIN, TX. ..
FREEPORT HARBOR, TX... . .............. .. ... ... .
GREENS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX.. ... ..o e
GUADALUPE AND SAN ANTONIQ RIVER BASINS, TX..

LOWER COLORADO RIVER BASIN, TX............. o
NUECES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TX..........ooooeeiniis:

270

589

354

200

200

200
200
256

311

100
200

150
554

100
218

257

300
300
250

100

281

100

488
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - JINVESTIGATIONS

(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

INV.

RIO GRANDE BASIN, TX..... ..o,
TEXAS CITY CHANNEL (50-FOOT PROJECT), TX..............

VIRGINIA

DISHMAL SWAMP AND DISMAL SWAMP CANAL, VA...............
EASTWARD EXPANSION CRANEY ISLAND, VA
ELIZABETH RIVER, HAMPTON ROADS, VA, ...................
JOHN H KERR DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA & NC (SECTION 216)..
LYNNHAVEN RIVER BASIN, VA...... ... ... ... ..o,

WASHINGTON

PUGET SOUND NEARSHORE MARINE HABITAT RESTORATION, WA..

62

300
300

3,000
97

SUBTOTAL FOR PROJECTS............ oo, 26,

NATIONAL PROGRAHS

AUTOMATED INFORMATION SYSTEMS SUPPORT TRI-CADD........
CRIEF'S 12 ACTIONS. ... ... i 3,
COASTAL FIELD DATA COLLECTION.. 1,
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA STUDIES...................coiiiiins
FEMA/MAP MOD COORDINATION....................ovvean.n 1.
FLOOD DAMAGE DATA. .. ... .. .. iiiiiineirianerereanns
FLOOD PLAIN HANAGEMENT SERVICES....... .......... .. ... 5,
FLOOD PLAIN MANAGEMENT STUDY.......................... 1.
HYDROLOGIC STUDIES. . ... .. vt
INTERNATIONAL WATER STUBIES...........................
NATIONAL INVENTORY OF FLOOD/STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PRO 10,
NATIONAL SHORELINE STUDY......... ...
OTHER COORDINATION PROGRAMS.........................os 3.
PLANNING ASSISTANCE TO STATES................. .00 4.
PLANNING SUPPORT PROGRAM.................... . ..u.... 2,
PRECIPITATION STUDIES (NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE)......
REMOTE SENSING ¢ GEQGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM SUPPORT
REPROGRAMMING PAYBACKS. . .......c.ovvvvieriannrnennns

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT...................... 17,
SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL INFORMATION CENTERS..

STREAM GAGING (U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY)................
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS. ... c.vvviviiiniiiin i,
TRIBAL PARTRERSHIP PROGRAM....................c....00 1,

350
100
400

75
500
220
825
000
250
200
000
375
880
5§50
500
225
150
300

50
600
350
000

TOTAL. .o et 81,

253

350
3,100
1,400

75
1.500
220
10.000
1,000

250

200

375
3.880

10,000
2,500

225

150
4,600

17,300
50

600

350
1.000

120,100
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National Inventory of Flood and Storm Damage Reduction
Projects.—The budget request includes $10,000,000 to continue this
effort, initiated with $30,000,000 in supplemental appropriations,
to create a national inventory and database of flood and storm
damage reduction projects and for assessing project structural and
operational integrity and their associated risks. The Committee
supports this effort; however, no funding is provided due to the
lack of a specific authorization for this activity.

CONSTRUCTION
(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS OF FUNDS)

Appropriation, 2007 ........cceecviiieiiiieiiiieeeiteeeree e et e e eenareeeanes 1$2,336,368,000
Budget estimate, 2008 1,523,000,000
Recommended, 2008 .........c.c.oooeiuiiieiiiiieeeiieeee e e 2,008,874,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 .......ccccceeeieeeriieeeiiee e ereeeeeaeeas —327,494,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccccoeviiiiiiiiie e +485,874,000

1Excludes emergency supplemental appropriations of $36,500,000.

This appropriation funds construction, major rehabilitation, and
related activities for water resource projects whose principal pur-
pose is to provide commercial navigation, flood and storm damage
reduction, or aquatic ecosystem restoration benefits to the nation.
Portions of this account are funded from the Harbor Maintenance
Trust and the Inland Waterways Trust funds.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $2,008,874,000
a decrease of $327,494,000 from the fiscal year 2007 enacted appro-
priation and $485,874,000 over the budget request. The Committee
recommendation includes the proposal to move funding in the
amount of $273,241,000 for three of the four categories of projects
from the Construction account to the Operation and Maintenance
account. Additionally, the Committee recommendation includes the
rescission of $4,688,000 for projects where the Corps has deter-
mined no federal interest exists or work is complete and the fund-
ing is no longer required.

The Committee provides no recommendation at this time for spe-
cific projects contained in either the Administration’s budget or
proposed by Members of Congress. Individual project allocations
will be considered comprehensively after the Committee has prop-
erly analyzed all relevant information. The budget request for this
account and the approved Committee recommendation for national
programs are shown on the following table:
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CONSTRUCTION
{AROUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET COMRITTEE
REQUEST  RECOMNENDED

LOCK AND DAM 24, TL & MO (REHABILITATION)Y.............
LOCK NO. 27, NISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL (REHABILITATION)..
MCCOOK AND THORNTON RESERVOIRS, IL.................... 33,500

ARKANSAS
OZARK - JETA TAYLOR POWERHQUSE. AR {MAJOR REHAB} . ..... 17,300 .
CALIFORNHIA
AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED, €A .................. [ 36,500
HAMILTON AIRFIELD WETLANDS RESTORATION, CA............ 4,900 .-
NAFA RIVER, CA. .. ... ... ... . i i 7.800 “n
DAKLAND HARBOR {50 FOOT PROJECT), CA.............. . 42,000
SACRANENTO DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL, CA. ................ 900 .
SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTECTION PROJECT, CA. ........ 21,528 wen
SACRAMENTO RIVER, GLENN-COLUSA IRRIGATION DISTRICT, CA 500
SANTA ANA RIVER MAINSTEM. CA... ... ................... 17,000
SOUTH SACRAMENTO COUNTY STREAWS, CA. .. ................ 8,000 ma
SUCCESS DAM, TULE RIVER, CA (DAM SAFETY}.............. 18,000 “es
FLORIDA
CEQAR HAMMOCK, WARES CREEK, FL........................ 5,000 vew
HERBERT HOOVER OIKE, FL {SEEPAGE COMTROL)............. 56,776
SOUTH FLORIDA EVERGLADES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, FL. ... 162,400 ves
GEORGIA
BRUNSWICK HARBOR, GA............ . ... ... . iviinnnnnns 6,400 wee
RICHARD 8 RUSSELL DAN AND LAKE, GA & SC............... 6,800 ..
ILLINOIS
CHAIN OF ROCKS CANAL, WISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL (DEF CORR) 4,500 ses
CHICAGO SANITARY AND SHIP CANAL DISPERSAL BARRIER, IL. 750 .-
CHICAGO SANITARY AND SHIP CANAL, SECOND BARRIER, IL... 6,500 .
CHICAGD SHORELINE, TL... ... ... ... .. i iciiiiiiiannann 9,000 ..
DES PLAINES RIVER, IL... ... .. ... i iniinnnes 6,620 oo
EAST ST LOUIS, Ih. ... vviiiivni iy 2,500 ..
TLLINGIS WATERWAY, LOCKPORT LOCK AND DAM, IL (REPLACEM 20,445 --

OLNSTED LOCKS AND DAM. OHIO RIVER, IL & Ko 104.000 -

UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER RESTORATION, IL, A, BN, MD &. 23,464 CER]
INDIANA

LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, IN .. ... ... i iiiniinmnnnnan. 13,000 .-

10WA

LOCK AND DAM 19. MISSISSIPPT RIVER, IA (REHAB)........ aee cas

LOCK AND DAM 11, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IA (REHAB)..... .. . .as ---
KANSAS

TURKEY CREEK BASIN, KS & MO......... ... ... ....cc0oh.. 9,000 wan

TUTTLE CREEK LAKE, KS {DAM SAFETY) .................... 28,500 ..
KENTUCKY

KENTUCKY LOCK AND DAH, TENNESSEE RIVER, KY............ 52.000 .

MARKLAND LOCKS AND DAM, KY & IL (REWABILITATION} . ..... .. .-

MCALPINE LOCKS AND DAN. OHIQ RIVER, KY & IN... .. ... . 45,000 e

WOLF CREEK, KY {SEEPAGE CONTROL).. .. ............... 54,100 ven
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CONSTRUCTION
(AHOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET COMMITTEE
REQUEST  RECOMMENDED

LOULSIANA
J BENNETT JOHNSTON WATERWAY, LA...... ... ......... .... 1,500 .o
HASSASSACHUSETTS
RUDDY RIVER, BA. (... ... .. i i iiiiiiin i 10,000 e
HISSGURI
BLUE RIVER CHANNEL. KANSAS CITY, MO................... 3.500 .-
CLEARWAYER LAKE, MO (SEEPAGE CONTROL)................. 25,000 wes
MLSS RIVER BTWN THE QOHIO AND WO RIVERS (REG WORKS), HO 2,100
NEBRASKA
ANTELOPE CREEK, LINCOLN, HE.............. .. ... e 9,000
NEW JERSEY
RARITAN RIVER BASIN, GREEN BROOK SUB-BASIN. NJ........ 10,000 ...
NEW MEXI{O
ALAHOGORDS, NR. ... ... . . i i 4,200
RID GRANDE FLOODWAY, SAN ACACIA TO BOSQUE DEL APACHE, . 800
NEW YDRK
ATLANTIC COAST OF NYC, ROCKAWAY INLET TD NORTON POINT, 8.500 wn
FIRE ISLAND INLET TO MONTAUK POINT, NY................ 4,150 eue
NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY HARBOR, WY S NJ............... @1.000 .o
NORTH DAKOTA
GARRISON DAM AND PDWER PLANT, ND {REPLACEMENT)........ §.200
OHIO
METROPOLITAN REGION DF CINCINNATI, DUCK CREEK, OM..... 11,847
OKLAHONA
CANTON LAKE, OK (DAM SAFETY). ......c.oviiniinnnon e 17,380 cee
OREGON
COLYMBIA RIVER CHANNEL INPROVEMENTS, OR & WA.. .. ... 15,008 ..o
ELK CREEX LAKE, OR........... ... .oiviiiiinaeinannans 11.030 .-
LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ECOSYSTEH RESTORATION, OR & WA.. 1,000 ..
PENNSYLVANIA
EMSWORTH L&D, ORIQ RIVER, PA (STATIC INSTABILITY CORRE 43,000 -
LOCKS AND DANS 2, 3 AND 4, MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA.... .. 70,300

PUERTG RICO

PORTUGUES AND BUCAMA RIVERS, PR................. s 35,000 ..
RIQ PUERTO NUEVO. PR... ... ... it iiinen e 11,500 .-
TENNESSEE

CENTER HILL DAM. TN [SEEPAGE COMTROL}................. 25,000 .-
CHICKAMAUGA LOCK, TENNESSEE RIVER. TN................. 35,200
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CONSTRUCTION
|AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET COMMITTEE
REQUEST  RECOMMENDED

TEXAS
BRAYS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX. ...........ccoiiiviiiin.. o, 14,841 .
HOUSTON - GALVESTON NAVIGATION CHANNELS, TX..... ... .. 16,320 .-
SINS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX..... ey 24,154 ..
VIRGINIA
JOHN K KERR DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA & NC (REPLACEMENT).. 13,000 een
ROANOKE RIVER UPPER BASIN, HEADWATERS AREA, VA ....... 10,150 “en
WASHINGTON
MT ST HELENS SEODIMENT CONTROL, WA.,............. [N 10,200 ..
MUD MOUNTAIN DAH, WA (FISH PASSAGE)..... .. e 11,500 ‘s

HWEST VIRGINIA

BLUESTONE LAKE, WV {DAM SAFETY ASSURANCE). ........... 12,000

MARHET LOCK. KANAWHA RIVER, WV.. . ... ... ....... 0. 25,000 -

ROBERT C BYRD LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, Wv & OH...... 1. 000 a.s
SUBTOTAL FOR PROJECTS........ e N 1,414, 175 1,702,049

NATIONAL PROGRAMS

AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL PROGRAM. . ....... . .......c.ui.is 3,000 4,000
CHIEF'S 12 ACTIONS. .. ... b ersearans PR 4,600 4,600
CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAH
AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION (SECTION 206)....... 11,278 25,000
EHERGENCY STREAMBANK AND SHOREL INE PROTECTION (SEC 907 10,000
FLOOD CONTROL PROGRAM {SECTION 205)............... 11,718 45,000
NAVIGATION PROGRAM (SECTION 107).................. 477 8,000
PROGRAM HODIFICATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE ENVIR 11,190 25.000
SHORE PROTECTION PROGRAM (SECTION 103)............ 422 ree
SNAGGING AND CLEARING (SECTION 208)............... 10 res
OAN SAFETY AND SEEPAGE/STABILITY CORRECTION PROGRAHM. .. 39,000 39,000
EMPLOVEES COMPENSATION. . ... ... .. oiiiiiii i iannen 21,000 21,000
ESTUARY RESTORATIOM PROCRAM (PL 106-457).............. 5,000 cee
HYDROPOWER REMABILITATION PROGRAM /1............... ... e 95,000
INLAND WATERWAYS USERS BOARD - BOARD EXPENSE.......... 40 4D
TNLAND WATERWAYS USERS BOARD - CORPS EXPENSE. . ....... 185 186
REPROGRAMMING PAYBACKS. ... ... . ... ... ..... P o-e 30,000
L L1 1,523,000 2,008,874

1/  THE BUDGEY REQUEST INCLUDES 345,400 FOR THIS
ACTIVITY LISTED UNDER SPECIFIC PRQJECTS
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MississiPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES

Appropriation, 2007 $396,565,000
Budget estimate, 2008 260,000,000
Recommended, 2008 ....... 278,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ............... e e e—ee et e e n—reeetraeearaaas —118,565,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ...........coeoiiiieiiieeeee e +18,000,000

This appropriation funds planning, construction, and operation
and maintenance activities associated with projects to reduce flood
damage in the lower Mississippi River alluvial valley below Cape
Giradeau, Missouri.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $278,000,000, a
decrease of $118,565,000 from the fiscal year 2007 enacted appro-
priation and an increase of $18,000,000 over the budget request.

The Committee provides no recommendation at this time for spe-
cific projects contained in either the Administration’s budget or
proposed by Members of Congress. Individual project allocations
will be considered comprehensively after the Committee has prop-
erly analyzed all relevant information. The budget request for this
account is shown on the following table:
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FLOOD CONTROL - MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSAMDS)

BUDGET
REQUEST
INVESTIGATION
ALEXANDRIA TO THE GULF. LA ... ... ocviuivnvivanns NN 200
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN FLOODMAY SYSTER LAND STUDY. I..A ...... 200
COLDWATER RIVER BELOW ARKABUTLA LAKE, MS... ........... 300
COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA.......... s 490
CONSTRUCTION
CHANNEL IMNPROVEMENT, AR, IL, KY, LA, HS, MO S TH...... $3,.395
NISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, IL, KY, LA, NS, WO & TN, 28.787
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, FLOODWAY SYSTEM, LA .. ........... . 1.800
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA........ . e 23,800
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
REGION $ LOWER MISSISSIPPI..................... cire s 149,842
MAPPING. . ... ... . i i i iaein v it rsaraaas 1,498

------------
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

1$1,973,347,000
2,471,000,000

Appropriation, 2007
Budget estimate, 2008

Recommended, 2008 ....... 2,655,241,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ............... ettt eee—ee et e e e e e taeenareeas +681,894,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ...........coooiiiieiieeeeee e +184,241,000

1Excludes emergency appropriations of $3,000,000.

This appropriation funds operation, maintenance, and related ac-
tivities at the water resource projects that the Corps of Engineers
operates and maintains. Work to be accomplished consists of dredg-
ing, repair, and operation of structures and other facilities, as au-
thorized in various River and Harbor, Flood Control, and Water
Resources Development Acts. Related activities include aquatic
plant control, monitoring of completed projects, removal of sunken
vessels, and the collection of domestic waterborne commerce statis-
tics. Portions of this account are financed through the Harbor
Maintenance Trust Fund.

It has come to the Committee’s attention that the Administration
has not budgeted for the Corps of Engineers’ financial obligations
for the National Fish Hatchery System. The Committee expects the
Corps of Engineers to work with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
to determine and budget for the costs associated with operating
and maintaining mitigation fish hatcheries related to Corps water
projects.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $2,655,241,000,
an increase of $681,894,000 over the fiscal year 2007 enacted level
and $184,241,000 above the budget request. The Committee rec-
ommendation does not include the proposal to move funding in the
amount of $22,680,000 for rehabilitation of existing projects from
the Construction account to Operation and Maintenance.

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:
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OPERATION AND HAINTENANCE
{ANOUNTS [N THOUSANDS)

BUDGET COMRITTEE
REQUEST  RECOMMENDED

REGION 01 NEW ENGLAND. . .. .. ... it viniittiinannnnnnnn 48,758 53,585
REGION D2 RID-ATLANTIC. ... oo iu i i iiinnnans 163,816 179,814
REGION 03 SOUTH ATLANTIC-GULF. . ................ ... ... 334,031 367,101
REGION 04 GREAT LAKES. ........ ... cciiaviiivrannnnann, 108,475 126,907
REGION 05 OHID... ... ... ... o i e 314,314 342,354
REGION 06 TENNESSEE... ... ... ... ... ... ..o 23,404 25,11
REGION D7 UPPER MISSISSIPPI.. ... ............. 0 coven 243,843 251,630
REGION D8 LOWER HISSISSIPPI..........ocviviiiiniinnanns 151,807 168,845
REGION 09 SOURIS-RED-RAINY.....................cuvene. 2,874 3,159
REGION 10 MISSOURL...... ... ... ... ... ...iiain.. 177,727 162,352
REGION 11 ARKANSAS-WHITE-RED ......................... 154,288 213,500
REGION 12 TEXAS-GULF...... ... ... ...t iiiveeens 168,943 185,668
REGION 13 RIO GRANDE..... .. e e 26,036 30,0812
REGION 14 UPPER COLORADO. ...............co.viionounn 52 57
REGION 15 LOWER COLORADO. ... .. e et 3,810 3.967
REGION 18 GREAT BASIN. ....... ... ... .. .ot 145 819
REGION 17 PACIFIC NORTHMWEST................ ... ... ... 270,265 286,00
REGION 18 CALIFORNIA............... ... ... .. .. ...... 114,648 125,958
REGION 19 ALASKA. . ... ... .......... ... ..o, 24,398 28,811
REGION 20 HAWALL.. ... ... ... .. . . i i iiiniciines 794 872

SUBTOTAL FOR REGIONS. . ... ... ... ................ 2,371,706 2,554,104

ITEHS NOT LISTED UNDER REGIONS

AQUATIC NUISANCE CONTROL RESEARCH.. ................... 690 680
ASSET WANAGEHMENT/FACILITIES AND EQUIPHENT MATNTENANCE. 4,000 4,000
BUDGET /MAMAGEMENT SUPPORT FOR 08H BUSINESS PROGRAMS. .. 5,388 5,385
CHIEF'S 12 ACTIONS.. ... ... it i iaens 8,737 8,737
COASTAL INLET RESEARCH PROGRAM. . ... ... ... ............. 2,475 2.475

CONTINUING AUTHORITY PROGRAM
BENEFICIAL USES OF OREDGED MATERIAL (SECTION

20472077B33) . ... e it 2,863 4,508
NAVIGATION WITIGATION PROJECTS (SECTION 111)...... 4,874 4,874
CULTURAL RESQURCES (NAGPRA/CURATION).................. 1,500 1,500
OREDGE WHEELER READY RESERVE.......................... 8,000 8,000
OREDGING DATA AND LOCK PERFORMANCE HOMITORING SYSTEN.. 1,062 1,062
OREDGING QPERATIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH (DOER). 6,080 6,080
DREDGING OPERATIONS TECHNICAL SUPPORT PROGRAM {DOTS) .. 1,391 1,361
EARTHQUAKE HAZARDS REDUCTION PROGRAM.................. 270 270
FACILITY PROTECTION. ... .. ... i 12,000 12,000
GREAT LAKES SEDIMENT TRANSPORY MODELS................. $00 900
INLAND WATERWAY NAVIGATION CMARTS..................... 3.708 3.708
INSPECTION OF CONPLETED WORKS. . .............. ......... 1,780 1,780
HONITORING OF COMPLETED NAVIGATION PROJECTS.. ......... 1,575 1,678
NATIONAL COASTAL MAPPING...................v0veiivunns 4,000 4.000
HATIONAL DAN SAFETY PROGRAM. .. ... ..................... 10,000 10,000
NATIONAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS PROGRAM (NEPP)...... .. 5,000 5,000
NATIONAL NATURAL RESQURCES MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES...... 3,286 3,206
NATIONAL PORTFOLIO ASSESSHENT FOR REALLOCATION........ 300 300
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT TECHNICAL SUPPORT {ABS,P2 WINABS), 300 300
PROTECTION OF NAVIGATION
PROTECT CLEAR AND STRAIGHTEN CHANNELS (SEC 3)... .. 50 50
REMOVAL (F SUNKEN VESSELS.. . ...... ... ... ... ..... 500 500
WATERBORNE COMMERCE STATISTICS.................... 4.271 4,271
HARBOR MAINTENACE FEE OATA COLLECTION............. 725 725
RECREATION ONE STOP (RIS) NATIONAL RECREATION RESERVA. 1.120 1,130
REGIONAL SEDIMENT MANAGEHENT DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM. ... 1.381 1,391
RELIABILITY MODELS PROGRAM FOR MAJOR REHABILITATION... 608 609
WATER OPERATIONS TECHNICAL SUPPORT (WOTS)............. 653 653
SUBTOTAL FOR ITEMS NOT LISTED UNDER REGIONS...... 99,204 101,137

TOTAL FOR OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE............. 2,471,000 2.8655. 24
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REGULATORY PROGRAM

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccoeiieiiiiiienie e $159,273,000
Budget estimate, 2008 180,000,000
Recommended, 2008 ...................... 180,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ....... +20,727,000

Budget estimate, 2008

This appropriation provides funds to administer laws pertaining
to regulation of activities affecting U.S. waters, including wetlands,
in accordance with the Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act of
1899, the Clean Water Act, and the Marine Protection, Research
and Sanctuaries Act of 1972. Appropriated funds are used to re-
view and process permit applications, ensure compliance on per-
mitted sites, protect important aquatic resources, and support wa-
tershed planning efforts in sensitive environmental areas in co-
operation with States and local communities.

The Committee is concerned that the Corps is not completing
regulatory approvals and Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) and
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) in an expeditious manner.
The Committee urges the Corps of Engineers to ensure a 12-month
time frame for completion of all EIR/EIS and to undertake other
improvements that would expedite regulatory processes, such as re-
quiring an EIR/EIS on major dredge and fill projects only, and ex-
pediting or waiving superfluous review at the division level.

Additionally, the Committee is concerned with the performance
of the Sacramento Regulatory Division. While the Committee does
not support, in any manner, the Corps of Engineers abrogating its
responsibilities under the Clean Water Act, the Sacramento Dis-
trict seems to have a disproportionate backlog associated with its
area of jurisdiction. Given the region’s continued projected growth,
recent court decisions and the existing backlog, it is critical that
this issue receive additional direct oversight by Corps leadership.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $180,000,000,
which is the same as the budget request and $20,727,000 over the
fiscal year 2007 enacted level.

ForMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM (FUSRAP)

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccveieeiiieeeiiee e eere et re e reeesareeeanes $138,672,000
Budget estimate, 2008 130,000,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........cooooimiiieeiiiiiiiieieee e 130,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccoevieiiieiiienieeee et —8,672,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ...........coociiiieiieeeee e -

This appropriation funds the cleanup of certain low-level radio-
active materials and mixed wastes, located mostly at sites contami-
nated as a result of the Nation’s early efforts to develop atomic
weapons.

Congress transferred FUSRAP from the Department of Energy
(DOE) to the Corps of Engineers in fiscal year 1998. In appro-
priating FUSRAP funds to the Corps of Engineers, the Committee
intended to transfer only the responsibility for administration and
execution of cleanup activities at FUSRAP sites where DOE had
not completed cleanup. The Committee did not transfer to the
Corps ownership of and accountability for real property interests,
which remain with DOE. The Committee expects DOE to continue
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to provide its institutional knowledge and expertise to serve the
Nation and the affected communities to ensure the success of this
program.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $130,000,000,
the same level as the budget request, and $8,672,000 below the fis-
cal year 2007 enacted level.

FLoOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES

Appropriation, 2007 ....
1$40,000,000

Budget estimate, 2008

Recommended, 2008 ... $40,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ............... ettt ettt e e areeas +40,000,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........c..coooiiiieiiiieeee e -——=
1Excludes emergency appropriations of $1,561,000,000.

This appropriation funds the planning, training, exercises, and
other measures that ensure the readiness of the Corps to respond
to floods, hurricanes, and other natural disasters, and to support
emergency operations in response to such natural disasters, includ-
ing advance measures, flood fighting, emergency operations, pro-
viding potable water on an emergency basis, and the repair of cer-
tain flood and storm damage reduction projects. The requested
amount is the base funding necessary for preparedness activities.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $40,000,000, the
same level as the budget request, and $40,000,000 above the fiscal
year 2007 enacted level.

EXPENSES
Appropriation, 2007 ........cccceceverierierieieieteeieeee ettt $167,250,000
Budget estimate, 2008 1177,000,000
Recommended, 2008 ...................... 171,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ............... +3,750,000

Budget estimate, 2008

1The budget proposes to fund the Office for the Assistant Secretary for Civil Works under this account.

The Committee recommendation includes funding in the amount of $6,000,000 for this office under the
seperate heading “Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works).”

—6,000,000

This appropriation funds the executive direction and manage-
ment of the Office of Chief of Engineers, the Division Offices, and
certain research and statistical functions of the Corps of Engineers.

The Committee is concerned that the cost of many A-76 con-
tacting out studies exceeds the benefits of the studies, especially
studies of small groups. The Committee notes that all A-76 studies
performed by the Corps have been won by the Corps. The Com-
mittee believes that, in most areas, the government functions are
so intermixed with the “contractible” functions that it is very dif-
ficult to reorganize to separate them into contractible and govern-
mental functions groups.

The Corps of Engineers has requested funding for the develop-
ment of a high performing organization that could dramatically af-
fect the work performed by 3,500 employees. The Committee is
aware that the Corps has successfully performed and implemented
High Performing Organization (HPO) studies that follow the study
process of A-76 studies with similar results, without incurring the
additional time and costs associated with contracting out competi-
tions. As the Corps moves forward on new HPO studies, the Com-
mittee urges the Corps to involve as much as possible the affected
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rank-and-file employees and their union representatives in the de-
velopment of the high performing organization. The Committee re-
minds the Corps that no high performance organization can, ulti-
mately, be implemented without the agreement of the Congress.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $171,000,000,
an increase of $3,750,000 from the fiscal year 2007 enacted level
and $6,000,000 less than the budget request. The decrease from the
budget request is due to the Committee’s recommendation to fund
the Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works
separately.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (CIVIL WORKS)

Appropriation, 2007 ..... $3,979,000
Budget estimate, 200 . 16,000,000
Recommended, 2008 6,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 .......cccccccevieeeriiieeeeieeeeree e ereeeeraeeas +2,021,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccccooeiiiieiiiiiee e -——=
1The budget proposes this office be funded from Expenses.

The Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) oversees Civil
Works budget and policy whereas the Corps’ executive direction
and management of the Civil Works program are funded from the
Expenses account. The budget request reflects $1,800,000 in sup-
port services not previously sub-allocated to ASA (CW) by the De-
partment of the Army and includes this amount in the Expenses
account.

For purposes of transparency, the Committee recommends a sep-
arate appropriation for the Office of the Assistant Secretary of the
Army (Civil Works) and has provided $6,000,000 for this account.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

The bill includes a provision that prohibits the obligation or ex-
penditure of funds through a reprogramming of funds in this title
except in certain circumstances.

The bill includes a provision prohibiting the use of funds in this
Act to carry out any continuing contract that commits an amount
for a project in excess of the amount appropriated for such project
that remains unobligated.

The bill includes a provision that prohibits funds for the oper-
ation or maritime-related maintenance of the hopper dredge
McFarland.

The bill includes language relating to the Sacramento District of-
fice of the Corps of Engineers.

The bill includes a provision prohibiting the use of funds for any
A-76 study.
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TITLE II
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACCOUNT

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccceceviererierenienieneeteseere e $34,020,000
Budget estimate, 2008 43,000,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........cccoeeiiiiiiieniieiiieiieeie et 43,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceceeiieririieneniereneeee et +8,980,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ...........coooiiiieiieeeeee e -

The Central Utah Project Completion Act (Titles II-VI of Public
Law 102-575) provides for the completion of the Central Utah
Project by the Central Utah Water Conservancy District. The Act
also authorizes the appropriation of funds for fish, wildlife, and
recreation mitigation and conservation; establishes an account in
the Treasury for the deposit of these funds and of other contribu-
tions for mitigation and conservation activities; and establishes a
Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission to ad-
minister funds in that account. The Act further assigns responsibil-
ities for carrying out the Act to the Secretary of the Interior and
prohibits delegation of those responsibilities to the Bureau of Rec-
lamation.

The Committee recommendation for fiscal year 2008 to carry out
the Central Utah Project is $43,000,000, the same as the budget re-
quest, and $8,980,000 above the fiscal year 2007 enacted level.
Within the $43,000,000 provided by the Committee, the following
amounts are provided for the Central Utah Valley Water Conserva-
tion District by activity, as recommended in the budget request:

Utah Lake drainage basin delivery system $23,597,000
Water conservation measures ........ccoceeeeeeennnn. 5,000,000
Uinta Basin replacement project 9,518,000
Other Title IT Programs .........ccccccceeerciieeeiiieeniieeereeeerreeeeereeeseeeeeeaeees 1,500,000

Total, Central Utah water conservation district .........cccceceeunenen. 39,615,000

The Committee recommendation includes the requested amount
of $976,000 for deposit into the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and
Conservation Account for use by the Utah Reclamation Mitigation
and Conservation Commission. These funds, as proposed in the
budget request, are to be used to implement the fish, wildlife, and
recreation mitigation and conservation projects authorized in Title
III of Public Law 102-575; and to complete mitigation measures
committed to in pre—-1992 Bureau of Reclamation planning docu-
ments, as follows:

Provo River/Utah Lake fish and wildlife ........ccccoooooiveiiioiiieiiieieeennn, $150,000

Duchesne/Strawberry Rivers fish and wildlife 30,000
CRSP/Statewide fish, wildlife and recreation 535,000
Section 201(a)(1) mitigation Measures ..........ccoceeveerieeneenieenieeieeen. 261,000

Total, Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commis-
13163 o AU PUUR R PPPI 976,000
For program oversight and administration, the Committee has
rovided $1,620,000, the same level as the budget request, and
5112,000 below the fiscal year 2007 enacted level. For fish and
wildlife conservation programs, the Committee has provided
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$789,000, the same level as the budget request and $270,000 above
the fiscal year 2007 enacted level.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

FiscAL YEAR 2008 BUDGET OVERVIEW

The mission of the Bureau of Reclamation is to manage, develop,
and protect water and related resources in an environmentally and
economically sound manner in the interest of the American public.
Since its establishment by the Reclamation Act of June 17, 1902,
the Bureau of Reclamation has developed water supply facilities
that have contributed to sustained economic growth and an en-
hanced quality of life in the western states. Lands and commu-
nities served by Reclamation projects have been developed to meet
agricultural, tribal, urban, and industrial needs. The Bureau con-
tinues to develop authorized facilities to store and convey new
water supplies and is the largest supplier and manager of water in
the 17 western states. The Bureau maintains 472 dams and 348
reservoirs with the capacity to store 245 million acre-feet of water.
These facilities deliver water to one of every five western farmers
for about 10 million acres of irrigated land, and to over 31 million
people for municipal, rural, and industrial uses. The Bureau is also
the Nation’s second largest producer of hydroelectric power, gener-
ating 42 billion kilowatt hours of energy each year from 58 power
plants. In addition, its facilities provide substantial flood control,
recreation, and fish and wildlife benefits.

The fiscal year 2008 budget request for the Bureau of Reclama-
tion totals $957,880,000. The Committee recommendation totals
$1,029,880,000 for the Bureau of Reclamation, $72,000,000 above
the budget request and $4,884,000 above the fiscal year 2007 en-
acted level.

A summary table illustrating the fiscal year 2007 enacted appro-
priation, the fiscal year 2008 budget request and the Committee
recommendation is shown below:

(Dollars in 000s)

Account Fiscal Year 2007 Enacted Fiscal Year 2008 Request Committee Recommendation

Water and related resources ................ $878,623 $816,197 $871,197

Emergency appropriations ........ 18,000 -—= -— -
Central Valley project restoration fund ...... 52,150 59,122 59,122
California Bay-Delta restoration ................. 36,648 31,750 40,750
Policy and administration ....... 57,575 58,811 58,811
Legislative proposal, SIRRF -——— —8,000 —-——

Total, Bureau of Reclamation ............ 1,042,996 957,880 1,029,880
Appropriations ..........coeeeeeneeeens 1,024,996 - p—
Emergency appropriations ........ 18,000 R o
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WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES
(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Appropriation, 2007 ........... 1$878,623,000
Budget estimate, 2008 816,197,000
Recommended, 2008 871,197,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceeveeeriieeeiirieeecieeerreeenaeeeenreeeeeneeas —7,426,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ........cccooiiiiiiieiiieeee e +55,000,000

1Excludes emergency supplemental appropriations of $18,000,000.

The Water and Related Resources account supports the develop-
ment, management, and restoration of water and related natural
resources in the 17 western states. The account includes funds for
operating and maintaining existing facilities to obtain the greatest
overall levels of benefits, to protect public safety, and to conduct
studies on ways to improve the use of water and related natural
resources.

For fiscal year 2008, the Committee recommends $871,197,000,
$55,000,000 above the budget request and $7,426,000 below the fis-
cal year 2007 enacted level.

Projects.—Congress has made significant reforms in the way it
reviews and allocates funding for the Federal government, reforms
which the Committee takes very seriously as it executes its con-
stitutional authority. Earmarking or directed spending of Federal
dollars does not begin with Congress. It begins with the Executive
Branch. For example, the table following this section contains a list
of individual Reclamation, Water and Related Resources projects
submitted by the Administration. The Administration, in selecting
these projects, goes through a process that is the functional equiva-
lent of earmarking. When the Committee reviews the budget re-
quest, it goes through a process of rigorous review and may alter
or modify this list to reflect additional priorities.

The Committee provides no recommendation at this time for spe-
cific projects contained in either the Administration’s budget or
proposed by Members of Congress. Individual project allocations
will be considered comprehensively after the Committee has prop-
erly analyzed all relevant information. The budget request for this
account and the approved Committee recommendation for national
programs are shown at the end of this section.

Reprogramming.—The Department is directed to conform to the
following reprogramming guidelines. The Bureau is permitted to
transfer, without prior Congressional approval and without regard
to percentage limitation, not more than $5,000,000 per project to
provide adequate funds for settled contractor claims, increased con-
tractor earnings due to accelerated rates of operations, and real es-
tate deficiency judgments, provided that such reprogramming is
necessary to discharge legal obligations of the Bureau of Reclama-
tion.

For each project within the Resources Management and Develop-
ment category for which $2,000,000 or more is available at the be-
ginning of the fiscal year, the Bureau is permitted to transfer to
such project in that fiscal year no more than fifteen percent of the
amount available at the beginning of the fiscal year for such
project, without prior approval from the House and Senate Com-
mittees on Appropriations. For each project within the Resources
Management and Development category for which less than
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$2,000,000 is available at the beginning of the fiscal year, the Bu-
reau is permitted to transfer to such project no more than $300,000
in that fiscal year without prior approval from the House and Sen-
ate Committees on Appropriations. A transfer is defined as any
movement of funds into or out of a program, project or activity.

The Bureau is further permitted to transfer funds within the Fa-
cility Operation, Maintenance and Rehabilitation category without
prior Congressional approval and without regard to percentage or
dollar limitation.

The Bureau may not transfer any funds, without prior approval
from the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations, from ei-
ther the Facilities Operation, Maintenance and Rehabilitation cat-
egory or the Resources Management and Development category to
any project in the other category. The Bureau is prohibited from
using an internal reprogramming action to initiate, restart, or re-
sume any program, project, or activity that does not receive a con-
gressional appropriation in fiscal year 2008.
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WATER AND RELATED RESQURCES
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

ARIZONA

AK CHIN WATER RIGHTS SETTLEMENT ACT PROJECT...........
CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT, COLORADO RIVER BASIN.........
COLORADC RIVER FRONT WORK AND LEVEE SYSTEM............
NORTHERN ARIZONA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM...............
PHOENIX METROPOLITAN WATER REUSE PROJECT
SALT RIVER PROJECT ... ... iiiiiiiiiii i ci i
SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE WATER SETTLEMENT ACT..........
SOUTH/CENTRAL ARIZONA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM..........
SOUTHERN ARIZONA WATER RIGHTS SETTLEMENT ACT PROJECT..
YUMA AREA PROJECTS. ... ... ... i

CACHUMA PROJECT. . ...t
CALIFORNIA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM
CALLEGUAS MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT RECYCLING PLANT....
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECTS:

AMERICAN RIVER DIVISION............... ... ... ..vL.

AUBURN-FOLSON SOUTH UNIT.......... ...t

DELTA DIVISION....... ... ... i

EAST SIDE DIVISION

FRIANT DIVISION................ .. coiiiiaiiinnnnn..

MISCELLANEQUS PROJECT PROGRAMS....................

REPLACEMENTS, ADDITIONS, AND EXTRAORDINARY MAINT..

SACRAMENTO RIVER DIVISION.........................

SAN FELIPE DIVISION...........

SAN JOAQUIN DIVISION..........

SHASTA DIVISION...............

TRINITY RIVER DIVISION........

WATER AND POWER OPERATICNS

WEST SAN JOAQUIN DIVISION, SAN LUIS UNIT..........

YIELD FEASIBILITY INVESTIGATION..................
LONG BEACH AREA WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROJECT..
LONG BEACH DESALINATION RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROJ
NORTH SAN DIEGO COUNTY AREA WATER RECYCLING PROJECT...
ORANGE COUNTY REGIONAL WATER RECLAMATION PROJECT, PHAS
ORLAND PROJECT ... . i

SAN DIEGO AREA WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROGRAH. ...
SAN GABRIEL BASIN PROJECT............ ...
SAN JOSE AREA WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROGRAM.
SOLANG PROJECT. ... ... ... i
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM..
VENTURA RIVER PROJECT........ ... ... .. ... iiiiiinns

COLORADO

ANTMAS-LA PLATA PROJECT, CRSP.... ... .oy,
COLLBRAN PROJECT. ......... ... .ooinn, .
COLORADC-BIG THOMPSON PROJECT..........
COLORADO INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM. .......
FRUITGROWERS DAM PROJECT...............
FRYINGPAN-ARKANSAS PROJECT.............
GRAND VALLEY UNIT, CRBSCP, TITLE II....
LEADVILLE/ARKANSAS RIVER RECOVERY......
HANCOS PROJECT........... ... ... ... ...
PARADOX VALLEY UNIT, CRBSCP, TITLE Ii..
PINE RIVER PROJECT.....................

SAN LUIS VALLEY PROJECT.....................
UNCOMPAHGRE PROJECT.............. .
UPPER COLORADO RIVER OPERATIONS.......................

----- REQUEST ----- --- RECOMMENDED ---

RES. FAC: RES . FAC.

MGMT OM&R HGHT . OMER
- 8,700 - .-
26,961 218 - .-
3,312 i - -
385 .-
200 . .-
360 240 . .-
310 . - ..
915 ..
4,445 . .. ...
1,862 21,257 . .
1,071 840 - .
460 .- - .
900 .- - -
1,903 7,725 - .-
4,723 100 .- .-
11,818 5,830 .- .-
1,851 2,903 - -
2,261 3,686 .- -

12,697 1,083 - .-

~es 18,410 -
6,522 1,506 .- B
891 29 .-
327 . ee .
584 7,957 - ..
7,329 3,133 .
1,407 8,874 . .-
3,460 6,504 e .
562 .- - -
600 - .- .-
250 - .- .-
1,500 .- .- .
1,500 .- .- -
15 702 .-
300 . - .
3,450 - .-
700 -- .- .-
200 - - ..
1,452 2,533 .- .-
160 oo .- .
402 56 -

57,750 250 . .
172 1,321 - e
370 11,319 e -
304 e .- .

57 151 . .
172 8,897 . .-
144 1,014 .- e

36 1,994 .- .-

51 101 - .-

62 2,501 .- .-
124 145 .- -
272 4,715 - ...
108 132 . .
200 .- ... -
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WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

RECOMMENDED - - -

RES.
HGMT .

FAC.
OMER

----- REQUEST ---+- ---
RES. FAC.
MGHT OHBR
1DAHO
BOISE AREA PROJECTS. .. ... i iannns 2,420 2,743
COLUMBIA AND SNAKE RIVER SALMON RECOVERY PROJECT. . 15,000 .-
IDAHO INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM..................... .. 331 ---
LEWISTON ORCHARDS PROJECTS............. ... ...... ..... 576 27
HINIDOKA AREA PROJECTS.. ... ... i iiiiriiiiiiiiinnnrann 3,028 2,720
KANSAS
KANSAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAH......................... 72 .-
WICHITA-CHENEY PROJECT................ ... ... ......... 8 419
MONTANA
HUNGRY HORSE PROJECT.......... ... ... ... oiiiiiao... ... 913
HUNTLEY PROJECT .. 56 105
LOWER YELLOWSTONE PROJECT...... ..., 235 85
MILK RIVER PROJECT. ... ... ..o i, 471 1,255
HONTANA INVESTIGATIONS..... . 23 .-
SUN RIVER PROJECT... ... ... ... . ... oo iiaiina.. 108 262
NEBRASKA
HIRAGE FLATS PROJECT. . v oo 29 111
NEBRASKA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 8 .-
NEVADA
HALFWAY WASH PROJECT STUDY.. ... ... ..o 175 ---
LAHONTAN BASIN PROJECT............ N 4,875 3.704
LAKE MEAD /LAS VEGAS WASH PROGRAM 900 ---
NEW HEXICO
CARLSBAD PROJECT..... ... it 2,231 660
EASTERN NEW MEXICO INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAMS............ 38 ---
HIDDLE RIO GRANDE PROJECT................cciiinnnnnen 12,005 11,195
NAVAJG NATION INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM.................. 84 .-
PECOS RIVER BASIN WATER SALVAGE PROJECT............... .e- 197
RIO GRANDE PROJECT............ .. .. i, 833 3.683
SAN JUAN RIVER BASIN INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM........... 133 EER
SOUTHERN NEW MEXICO/WEST TEXAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM. 140 .-
TUCUMCART PROJECT. ... ... i iiiinns 23 10
UPPER RIC GRANDE BASIN INVESTIGATIONS................. 78 ..
NORTH DAKOTA
DAKOTAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM........................ 204 w.n
PICK-SLOAN MISSCURI BASIN - GARRISON DIVERSION UNIT... 15,495 4,725
OKLAHOMA
ARBUCKLE PROJECT. .....vvvvnn o 1 137
MCGEE CREEK PROJECT.................. .. 42 568
HOUNTAIN PARK PROJECT.................. 15 400
NORMAN PROJECT......................... 16 387
WASHITA BASIN PROJECT.................. .. 26 1.467
W.C AUSTIN PROJECT. ... ... e 18 357
OREGON
CROOKED RIVER PROJECT. . ...t iiiiinnrar s 428 548
DESCHUTES PROJECT....... .. 264 172
EASTERN OREGON PROJECTS 521 289
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WATER AND RELATED RESOQURCES
{AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

————— REQUEST ----- --- RECOMHENDED - .-

RES. FAC. RES. FAC.

MGMT. OHER MGMT. OMER
KLAMATH PROJECT .. ... ... . s 23,605 1,385 .- .-
OREGON INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAH 232 .- - -
ROGUE RIVER BASIN PROJECT, TALENT DIVISION 851 490 ... .-

SAVAGE RAPIDS DAM REMOVAL...................... .. 15,000

TUALATIN PROJECT 125 243 .- .-

UHATILLA PROJECT 957 2,689 P .
SOUTH DAKOTA

LEWIS AND CLARK RURAL WATER SYSTEM 15,000 ... ---

HID-DAKOTA RURAL WATER PROJECT..... 15 .-

HNI WICONI PROJECT................. .- 19,474 9.528
RAPID VALLEY PROJECT, DEERFIELD DAM................... - 74 .- .-

TEXAS

BALMORHEA PROJECT. ... ... i i iiivens 41 17 . .
CANADIAN RIVER PROJECT 72 72 .. wew
LOWER RIQ GRANDE VALLEY WATER RESGURCES. .. 50 “en .- P
NUECES RIVER PROJECT.................... . 29 718 . F.

SAN ANGELO PROJECT........... 10 331
TEXAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAH. .. 114 P . e
UTAH
HYRUM PROJECT. ..o i i e ns 120 33 “an P
MOON LAKE PROJECT. .. ... i 3 28 .- .-
NEWTON PROJECT . ... i i 54 25 .- .-
NORTHERN UTAH INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM.. .. .............. 76 .- .- ..
OGDEM RIVER PROJECT. ... ... .0 i 180 92 .- .-
PROVO RIVER PROJECT.. ... ... i i 553 314 --- ---
SCOFIELD PROJECT. ... i i c s 56 37 .- .-
SOUTHERN UTAH INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM. . 114 .- .- ---
STRAWBERRY VALLEY PROJECT......... . 204 16 .- .--
WEBER BASIN PROJECT.................... BN 1,546 421 .- .-
WEBER RIVER PROJECT. ... .. i 48 69 . .-
WASHINGTON
COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT......... ... ...coiiiiiiinnnnan, 3,658 8,299 ..
ODESSA SUBAREA SPECIAL STUDY................ 185 .. --- .
STORAGE DAM FISH PASSAGE FEASIBILITY STUDY.. . 400 .- .. ..
WASHINGTON AREA PROJECTS.................... o 82 10 --- ---
WASHINGTON INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM...... . 138 e .- ..
YAKIHA PROJECT.. . ... ... .oy .. 1,155 6,788
YAKIMA RIVER BASIN WATER ENHANCEMENT PROJECT.......... 8,470 ER . aa
WYORING
KENDRICK PROJECT..... 108 3,839 (R .
NORTH PLATTE PROJECT, . 323 1,818 awe _e
SHOSHONE PROJECT . ... i e 78 960 B .

SUBTOTAL FOR PROJECTS. .. ...t iiiiviininnnns 321,433 211,064 387,433 211,064



45

WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS}

----- REQUEST ----- --- RECOMHENDED - --
RES. FAC. RES. FAC.
MGHT . OH&R HGHT . OM&R
REGIONAL PROGRAMS
COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL, TITLE I........ - 9,441 .- 9,441
COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL, TITLE II....... 7.850 e 7.850 --
COLORADO RIVER STORAGE, SECTION &............... ... ... 2,110 3,884 2,110 3,884
COLORADO RIVER STORAGE, SECTION 8..................... 4,680 .- 4,890 --
COLORADO RIVER WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM...... 440 .. 440 --
DAM SAFETY PROGRAM
DEPARTHENT DAM SAFETY PROGRAH --- 1.400 .. 1,400
INITIATE SOD CORRECTIVE ACTION.. --- 57,100 .. 57,100
SAFETY OF EVALUATION OF EXISTING DAMS............. v 18,500 . 18,500
DROUGHT EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.................. 438 _.e 436 .-
EHMERGENCY PLANNING & DISASTER RESPONSE PROGRAM........ _ew 1,442 .- 1,442
ENDANGERED SPECIES RECOVERY IMPLEMENTATION............ 16,614 .- 16,614 --
ENVIRONMENTAL & INTERAGENCY COORDINATION ACTIVITIES. .. 1,637 .- 1.637 -
ENVIRONHENTAL PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION.................. 855 --- 855 --
EXAMINATION OF EXISTING STRUCTURES.................... --- 6,440 --- 6,440
FEDERAL BUILDING SEISMIC SAFETY PROGRAM............... --- 1.486 .- 1,498
GENERAL PLANNING STUDIES........................o.... 2,008 .- 2,006 ---
LAND RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PROGRAM..................... 7,584 --- 7.584 --
LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM............................00ts 1,000 --- 1,000 .
LOWER COLORADO RIVER INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM........... 238 .- 236
LOWER COLORADO RIVER OPERATIONS PROGRAM............... .. 15,418 .-
MISCELLANEQUS FLOOD CONTROL OPERATIONS.. 675 . 875
RATIVE AMERICAN AFFAIRS PROGRAH...... ... .............. o-- 6,178 ---
NEGOTIATION & ADMINISTRATION OF WATER MARKETING....... 1.597 --- 1,597 .-
OPERATIONS AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT..................... 828 458 828 458
PICK-SLOAN HISSOURI BASIN......... 4,130 36,836 4,130 36,836
POWER PROGRAM SERVICES............ 786 240 786 240
PUBLIC ACCESS AND SAFETY PROGRAM.. 1,088 155 1.088 155
RECLAMATION LAW ADMINISTRATION........................ 2,073 .- 2,073 EEE
RECREATION & FISH & WILDLIFE PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION.. 1,078 e 1,076 “u
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPHENT
DESALINATION AND WATER PURIFICATION PROGRAM..... 2,275 2,100 2,275 2,100
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM 9,003 .- 9.003 --
SITE SECURITY..................... --- 35,500 .- 35,500
TECHKRICAL ASSISTANCE TO STATES .- .- .- --
TITLE XVI WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROGRAM......... 800 --- 800
UNITED STATES/MEXICO BORDER ISSUES - TECHNICAL SUPPORT 80 .- 80 --
WATER CONSERVATION FIELD SERVICES PROGRAHM............. 6,232 --- 6,232 --
WATER 2025, ... o i i e 11,000 .o e .-

TOTAL WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES............... 425,466 386,731 484 466 388,731
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VARIOUS PROGRAMS

Site security.—In fiscal year 2006, the Committee recognized that
Federal reclamation law, specifically the Reclamation Act of 1939,
allocates annual operation and maintenance (O&M) and replace-
ment costs on Reclamation projects to a project’s various authorized
purposes. The ongoing costs of the additional security guards and
patrols necessary to ensure the security of a project may be consid-
ered project O&M costs. The Committee remains concerned that
these costs be justified and accounted for in a transparent manner.
Further, the Committee directs the Department to work closely
with power customers, water users and other customers to ensure
these requirements are adequately communicated and justified to
those parties who share in the costs.

Water 2025.—The budget request includes $11,000,000 for Water
2025. This program is intended to reduce crises and conflict over
water and is to establish a framework to identify problems, solu-
tions and plans as the Department of the Interior works with
states, tribes, local governments and the private sector to meet
water supply challenges. While the Committee remains supportive
of the program, given its lack of authorization, the Committee has
not provided funding for the Water 2025 program for fiscal year
2008.

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccceecieriiiiienieeee ettt $52,150,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ... 59,122,000
Recommended, 2008 .........cc.oooeiiiiiiiiieeeieeeeeiee e 59,122,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceevieriiieiienieeie et +6,972,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ..........ccoooiiiieiiieeeee e -——=

This fund was established to carry out the provisions of the Cen-
tral Valley Project Improvement Act and to provide funding for
habitat restoration, improvement and acquisition, and other fish
and wildlife restoration activities in the Central Valley area of
California. Resources are derived from donations, revenues from
voluntary water transfers and tiered water pricing, and Friant Di-
vision surcharges. The account is also financed through additional
mitigation and restoration payments collected on an annual basis
from project beneficiaries.

For fiscal year 2008, the Committee recommends $59,122,000,
the same level as the budget request and $6,972,000 above the fis-
cal year 2007 enacted level. The budget request includes
$7,500,000 of funds derived from Friant Division surcharges. Addi-
tional funds, as proposed in the budget request, are provided as fol-
lows:

Anadromous fish restoration program ...........cccccceeeevveeecveeencreeeeineeenns $4,500,000

Other Central Valley project impacts .... 1,500,000
Dedicated project yield .......cccccceeveveeennnns 800,000
Flow fluctuation study .......ccccccceevviiieeiiieeenieeeceee e 50,000
Restoration of riparian habitat and spawning gravel .............cccocec... 1,000,000
Central Valley comprehensive assessment/monitoring program ....... 300,000
Anadromous fish screen program ...........ccccccceeeecveeeerveeeecreeeesneeessveeenns 4,432,000
Refuge wheeling conveyance ............ccccueenee.. 8,800,000
Refuge water supply, facility construction ...... 5,000,000
Ecosystem/water systems operations model .... 7,650,000
Water acquisition program ............ccceeeeeeeueeen. 9,990,000

San Joaquin Basin action plan 2,800,000



Land retirement program ............cccceeceeriieiieniiienienieeseeeieeseeeieenenes 1,000,000
Clear Creek restoration .............ccccceuvneen. 800,000

Trinity River restoration program 1,000,000
San Joaquin River Basin resource management initiative 2,000,000

Total, Central Valley project restoration fund ...........cccceeeenneenn. 51,622,000

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA RESTORATION
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccuvieeiieeeeiiee e e e e e e anes $36,648,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 31,750,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........cooooiumiiiieiieeiiiieieee e 40,750,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceevieriiieiienieeie et +4,102,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccccoooiiiiiriiieiieeeee e +9,000,000

The California Bay-Delta account funds the Federal share of
water supply and reliability improvements, ecosystem improve-
ments and other activities being developed for the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta and associated watersheds by a State and Federal
partnership (CALFED). Federal participation in this program was
initially authorized in the California Bay-Delta Environmental and
Water Security Act enacted in 1996. That Act authorized the ap-
propriation of $143,300,000 for ecosystem restoration activities in
each of fiscal years 1998, 1999, and 2000. Absent an explicit au-
thorization, no funds were provided in this account for the
CALFED effort between fiscal years 2001 and 2005. In 2005, the
CALFED Bay-Delta Authorization Act (P.L. 108-361) was enacted,
authorizing %,389,000,000 in Federal appropriations for fiscal year
2005 through fiscal year 2010. The authorizing legislation required
an annual cross-cut budget in order to reflect the budget requests
of all Federal agencies engaged in CALFED implementation. The
total Federal expenditures under this Act from fiscal year 1998
through 2007 amount to almost $904,000,000.

The Committee recognizes the impending danger the Sac-
ramento/San Joaquin Delta levees pose to the economy, environ-
ment, water users, and general welfare of the people within the
State. It is the Committee’s belief that, because Reclamation relies
on the Delta to provide water supply for central and southern Cali-
fornia, it should share in the responsibility of maintaining and
strengthening delta levees and has provided $5,000,000 under the
CALFED Bay-Delta program for this purpose to be transferred to
the Corps of Engineers.

Due to the increasing need for water supply in the West, the
Committee recommendation also includes an additional $5,000,000
for water use efficiency efforts. The Committee recommendation
also includes a reduction of $1,000,000 for planning and manage-
ment activities.

For fiscal year 2008, the Committee recommends $40,750,000,
$9,000,000 above the budget request and $4,120,000 above the fis-
cal year 2007 enacted level. The funds provided are intended to
support the following activities, as delineated below:

SCIETICE ..uvivieeeietieee et ettt ettt et et ettt e e et et e et e ete et e et e et et e ereeeteereeeeens $3,000,000
Delta Levees .....ccoovvvveeeeeeeecinereeeeeeeeeineenns 5,000,000
Environmental water account 7,000,000

Storage program ...........cccceeeeeeveenneennen. 8,500,000
CONVEYATICE ..eeeruvveeeeuireeeriieeeiiteeeniteeestreessseesaseeesssseesssssaesssssessssssessssees 5,000,000




Planning and management activities .........ccocceevieriienieniiienieeieenneene 1,000,000
Water use efficiency ..........ccccceveeeennnne 5,000,000
Ecosystem restoration .... 1,500,000
Water QUAlity ....ccoeeeeieieeiieeiiie ettt e e et e e eae e e e 4,750,000

Total, California Bay-Delta Restoration ...........ccccoeeveevierieeninennen. 40,750,000

PoLicy AND ADMINISTRATION
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Appropriation, 2007 .......ccccceveeveeveeeereeeeeereereeeeeee e et es s ereereesennas $57,575,000
Budget estimate, 2008 58,811,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........coooiiuriieeiieeeiiieeeee e 58,811,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccecveeeriieeeiiieeeiree e e eeare e ereeeeeaeeas +1,236,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccccoeviiiiiieiieee e -———

The Policy and Administration account provides for the executive
direction and management of all Reclamation activities, as per-
formed by the Commissioner’s offices in Washington, DC, and Den-
ver, Colorado, and in five regional offices. The Denver and regional
offices charge individual projects or activities for direct beneficial
services and related administrative and technical costs. These
charges are covered under other appropriations. For fiscal year
2008, the Committee recommends $58,811,000, the same as the
lloudglget request and $1,236,000 above the fiscal year 2007 enacted
evel.

Five-year budget planning.—In fiscal year 2006, the Committee
directed the Department of Interior to submit with its fiscal year
2007 budget request a detailed five-year budget plan for each of the
major budget components including Water and Related Resources,
California Bay-Delta Restoration program, Central Valley Project
Restoration Fund and Central Utah Project Completion. The De-
partment subsequently informed the Committee that it would be
unable to provide a five-year plan in fiscal year 2007 and intended
to make the initial submission with the fiscal year 2008 budget re-
quest. The Bureau failed to make that submission either, and now
informs the Committee that the five-year plan will be submitted at
some undefined time in the future. As a result of this Committee’s
extreme frustration with the Bureau’s inability to provide a five-
year budget plan, the Act contains a provision that transfers
$10,000,000 from the Policy and Administration account to the
Water and Related Resources account to meet unbudgeted needs in
the event the five-year budget plan is not received 60 days after
the date enactment of this Act.

To reiterate the Committee’s expectation, the program plans
shall clearly state the assumptions and priorities behind the
choices the Bureau will make between competing agency programs
and projects, and shall include a copy of the guidance provided to
the program offices to guide their submissions into the five-year
plan. The plan shall provide both fiscally constrained and uncon-
strained data.

GENERAL PROVISIONS
DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR

The bill includes a provision regarding the San Luis Unit and
Kesterson Reservoir in California.



TITLE III

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
INTRODUCTION

Funds recommended in Title III provide for all Department of
Energy (DOE) programs, including Energy Efficiency and Renew-
able Energy, Nuclear Energy, Fossil Energy Research and Develop-
ment, Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability, Naval Petroleum
and Oil Shale Reserves, the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, the
Northeast Home Heating Oil Reserve, the Energy Information Ad-
ministration, Non-Defense Environmental Management, Uranium
Enrichment Decontamination and Decommissioning Fund, Science,
Nuclear Waste Disposal, Environmental Safety and Health, De-
partmental Administration, Office of the Inspector General, the Na-
tional Nuclear Security Administration (Weapons Activities, De-
fense Nuclear Nonproliferation, Naval Reactors, and the Office of
the Administrator), Defense Environmental Management, Other
Defense Activities, Defense Nuclear Waste Disposal, the Power
Marketing Administrations, and the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Department of Energy (DOE) has requested a total budget
of $24,762,713,000 in fiscal year 2008 to fund programs in its five
primary mission areas: science, energy, environment, nuclear non-
proliferation and national security. The overall DOE budget re-
quest is increased 2.8 percent compared to the fiscal year 2007 en-
acted level—essentially the rate of inflation, but the five mission
areas fare quite differently under the Department’s budget pro-
posal. Science research would increase by over 15.8 percent while
the budget for Nuclear Nonproliferation decreases by 0.6 percent.
When the budget for constructing a domestic fuel fabrication facil-
ity is omitted, the proposed reduction in spending on actual non-
proliferation activities is 5.8 percent. The total environmental
cleanup budget request proposes a reduction of 8.7 percent com-
pared to fiscal year 2006.

Compared to fiscal year 2007 (adjusted for one-time emergency
spending), the fiscal year 2008 budget request for applied energy
research is actually down by 0.9 percent in the midst of an on-
going energy crisis with increased, volatile costs for petroleum and
natural gas, over-reliance on imported oil, and growing emissions
of greenhouse gases. The Administration is proposing a 75.4 per-
cent increase for nuclear energy and decreases for all other energy
technologies. This increase is driven by the studies of potential nu-
clear fuel recycling facilities and fast reactors that comprise most
of the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership proposal.

(49)
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The Committee recommends a number of significant changes to
the fiscal year 2008 budget request to reflect specific Congressional
priorities that better address our national interests. The Com-
mittee recommendation substantively funds the request for the Of-
fice of Science and supports the projected doubling of this area of
research and development funding over the decade from 2006 to
2016. Significant adjustments to funding for nuclear nonprolifera-
tion, applied energy research, development, demonstration, and de-
ployment, environmental cleanup, and weapons programs are rec-
ommended. In the current, constrained budget environment, total
funding for the Department of Energy is $25,243,119,000, an in-
crease of $1,149,925,000 over fiscal year 2007 and $480,406,000
over the budget request.

MAJOR COMMITTEE CONCERNS

Overall, the Committee is concerned with two tendencies in DOE
program formulation and execution. First, like many agencies,
DOE seems focused more on preserving its component institutions
than on accomplishing its work and serving the people of the
United States, its customers, in a cost-effective manner. Second,
the Department has established a pattern of rushing into the latest
new initiative with unbridled enthusiasm, neglecting the comple-
tion of on-going work, and letting haste make waste. Most major
DOE projects have long time scales, longer than those of political
change. This means that it is essential to take time up-front to es-
tablish the reliability of new technologies that will be used, to com-
plete end-to-end system engineering and include all mission re-
quirements, and to build bipartisan political support for long-term
missions that is broad rather than local.

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

Project management is the Committee’s number one concern at
the Department of Energy. The Department of Energy is the larg-
est civilian contracting agency in the federal government and
spends over 90 percent of its annual budget on contracts to operate
its laboratories, production facilities, and environmental restoration
sites. In 1990, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) began
an annual assessment resulting in a list of programs that are at
high-risk for fraud, waste, abuse, and mismanagement. DOE con-
tract management has been on this list since its inception.

The Committee acknowledges some improvements have been
made during the last two years—policies and guidance have been
revised to require senior management approval at critical decision
points, earned value management systems are now required of con-
tractors, and federal project directors are now expected to complete
a training and certification program. Despite these improvements,
GAO found in January 2007 that performance on DOE projects is
not substantially improved, and DOE has failed to ensure that its
project management guidelines are consistently followed. Recently,
Department management at the highest levels has chosen to short-
circuit project management policy and combine critical decision
milestones rather than follow the established procedure of making
these decisions in sequence.
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DOE has set a performance goal of having 90 percent of its ongo-
ing projects within a 10 percent variance of cost and schedule base-
line. GAO has found that, since October 2002, DOE has achieved
its performance goals for individually funded construction projects
only about one-third of the time. Four significant projects, esti-
mated to cost more than $100 million each, were not reporting cost
and schedule information into DOE’s tracking system. These and
other findings have led GAO to conclude that DOE contract man-
agement remains, for the sixteenth year in a row, at high-risk for
fraud, waste, abuse, and mismanagement.

Despite the fact that DOE contract management remains on
GAO’s high-risk list, the Department proposes to proceed rapidly
with major projects to build the Chemistry and Metallurgy Re-
search Replacement Building, the MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility,
and the Uranium Processing Facility at Y-12, and is embarking on
an aggressive plan utilizing the H-Canyon at the Savannah River
Site, proceeding with development of a Reliable Replacement War-
head nuclear weapon, and conducting studies leading to construc-
tion of Global Nuclear Energy Partnership commercial scale facili-
ties.

The Committee repeats its prior guidance on the importance of
improving the project management culture within the Department
and on faithful compliance with Project Management Order 413.3.
It is important for the Department to maintain its focus on project
management for all aspects of its work, but most especially for
major capital projects.

The Committee directs the Department to work with GAO and
develop an action plan with concrete steps and schedule milestones
whose implementation will result in DOE contract management
being removed from the GAO High-Risk List as soon as possible.
This action plan is to be provided to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House and Senate not later than November 1, 2007.
Given the persistence of this problem, the Committee recognizes
that this achievement may require more than a year, but the Com-
mittee expects the plan to include items of measurable progress
that can and will be reported to the Committees on Appropriations
of the House and Senate with submission to Congress of the annual
budget request beginning with the request for fiscal year 2009.

The Department is directed to comply fully with Management
Order 413.3 for every project exceeding $100 million in total cost,
and to strengthen 413.3 by adding requirements for assessing the
readiness of technology to be used in every project and to have
demonstrated technology ready for project implementation before
proceeding past critical decision 2. Given the cost increases that
have occurred due to increased requirements to mitigate seismic
risks, the Department should consider adding requirements for
seismic risk assessment and appropriate designs to address this
risk in all construction projects. Once the Department has certified
estimates of project cost as part of reaching critical decision 2, the
Department shall not proceed without obtaining Congressional ap-
proval for the project with its full construction and life-cycle costs
as part of the annual appropriations process.
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NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION

The Committee has long held that nuclear weapons material in
the hands of terrorists poses the greatest threat to the United
States. The most effective protection from this threat is to ensure
that nuclear material is well-monitored and protected so that it
does not fall into the hands of terrorists. Should material be illicitly
removed from its protected locations, it is vital to detect it in tran-
sit. Accordingly, the Congress has consistently provided funding at
or above the requested levels for work in partnership with Russia
and other countries of the former Soviet Union, as well as others,
to guard and account for fissional materials, to remove weapons-us-
able material from unsafe locations, and to provide and improve
systems to detect radioactive materials at borders and other trans-
portation nodes. The Administration request in this area is not
commensurate with the importance of this issue, and the Com-
mittee provides significantly more funding for this work. These pro-
grams are an area where the performance of the Department has
been quite good and the Committee commends the program offi-
cials responsible for their work to enhance the safety of the United
States and the world.

ENERGY RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, DEMONSTRATION, AND
DEPLOYMENT

The United States is in the midst of a multifaceted energy crisis
that threatens our economy, our independence, and the environ-
ment. Reliance on imported petroleum makes the U.S. dependent
on several politically unstable regions of the world. Growth in
world demand for petroleum has created tight markets where
prices are high and unstable. High prices for imported oil are major
contributors to the U.S. trade deficit. Burning fossil fuels with cur-
rent technologies leads to emission of carbon dioxide in amounts
that cannot be absorbed by the environment fast enough to prevent
significant increases in its atmospheric concentration. Carbon diox-
ide absorbs infrared radiation and thereby contributes to the green-
house effect. The magnitude of the results is uncertain, but gen-
erally global average temperature increases, with especially signifi-
cant warming of nights, winters, and polar latitudes. This global
warming has the potential to cause environmental change that oc-
curs faster than human infrastructure and economies can com-
fortably adapt.

Given this threat to the well-being of the United States, the Ad-
ministration request for energy research, development, demonstra-
tion, and deployment is woefully inadequate. The Committee has
added significant funding for renewable energy sources and im-
provements to energy efficiency while providing additional funding
for fossil energy technologies, particularly those to sequester carbon
dioxide from coal combustion. The Committee redirects most of the
major increase in funding for nuclear energy to activities that are
more needed now than those associated with DOE’s Global Nuclear
Energy Partnership proposal. The budget structure is changed to
highlight these major areas of energy investment along with elec-
tricity delivery and energy reliability. The Committee would have
provided additional funds to invest in achieving energy independ-
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ence and lowered emissions of greenhouse gases while supporting
growth in the U.S. economy, but current constraints on the federal
budget prevent this.

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

Creating and maintaining a credible strategic deterrent of nu-
clear weapons from World War II to the end of the Cold War has
left a legacy of toxic and radioactive chemicals and despoiled sites
to be cleaned up, excess facilities to be removed, and former em-
ployees with retirement and health care needs that must be met.
Early experiments associated with establishing a nuclear energy
industry have also left behind a much smaller but still significant
set of sites with similar requirements. The Defense and Non-De-
fense Environmental Clean-Up, Uranium Enrichment Decon-
tamination and Decommissioning, and Legacy Management ac-
counts at the Department of Energy fund this work. With closure
of the Rocky Flats site, the budget for these activities should de-
crease somewhat, but the reduced spending level recommended by
the Administration is inadequate. The Committee recommends ad-
ditional funds for these activities and would have recommended
even more were there not profound constraints on funding for gov-
ernment programs such as this.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS ACTIVITIES

Currently, the Administration has not provided to Congress an
updated strategic assessment that articulates the role of nuclear
weapons in a post-Cold War world. The national security environ-
ment for the United States has changed dramatically since the fall
of the Soviet Union; however, the policy objectives that continue to
require a large Cold War era nuclear stockpile have not been up-
dated to reflect the changed international security environment.
The Committee directs the Administration to develop a comprehen-
sive nuclear defense strategy that defines the future mission, global
threats, and the specific characteristics of the U.S. nuclear stock-
pile necessary to address the nation’s nuclear deterrent require-
ments before proceeding with the Reliable Replacement Warhead
proposal or significant nuclear complex modernization plans. The
Department of Energy, as a civilian agency, is charged with main-
taining a reliable stockpile of strategic nuclear weapons. The Cold
War has left DOE with an eight-site weapons complex. The Depart-
ment appears determined to retain this expensive complex and
modernize it in place. The Committee rejects any such proposal.
The nuclear weapons complex modernization plan needs to focus on
the near-term milestones within five-year schedule windows with
the intention of reducing the number, size, and cost of the NNSA
sites and facilities while also requiring the minimum number of
personnel for the mission.

CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTION

The Committee renews the direction provided in previous fiscal
years requiring the Secretary to submit to the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations a quarterly report on the status of
all projects, reports, fund transfers, and other actions directed in
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this House bill and report. Any reports, transfers, or other actions
directed in prior fiscal years that have not been completed as of the
date of enactment of this Act should also be included in this quar-
terly report.

RESEARCH PRIORITIES AND COORDINATION

The Department possesses enormous resources, both in terms of
people and physical infrastructure, to conduct basic and applied re-
search to benefit the citizens of the United States. These resources
are concentrated in the physical sciences where DOE is the largest
source of research funding in the federal government. The major
increase in funding for the Office of Science is intended to begin to
remedy years of neglect in support for these research areas and ad-
dresses the recommendations in the report by the National Acad-
emies, “Rising Above the Gathering Storm: Energizing and Em-
ploying America for a Brighter Economic Future”. The Committee
fully supports this increase, which will directly support an addi-
tional 3,500 individuals engaged in research sponsored by DOE’s
Science account. In general, the Department performs its basic
science research and applied energy research missions well.

The Committee notes that the Department sponsors energy re-
search and development through the Office of Science, the four en-
ergy programs—Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, Fossil
Energy, Nuclear Energy, Science, and Technology, and Electricity
Delivery and Energy Reliability—and through Laboratory Directed
Research and Development (LDRD). The LDRD program consists of
individual research projects selected at the discretion of DOE lab-
oratory directors with Department concurrence and funded via
overhead charge on all funding, direct and reimbursable, coming
into each laboratory. In fiscal year 2006, the Department spent
$476,000,000 on LDRD. The Committee directs the Department to
make support for creative “out-of-the-box” energy research a pri-
ority within LDRD, especially at science laboratories, and to estab-
lish a process coordinating research and development across the
Department.

FIVE-YEAR BUDGET PLANNING

Fiscal year 2008 was the second year in which the Department
submitted five-year budget plans for all of its major programs, an
integrated five-year budget plan for the entire Department, and
business plans for each of the Department’s national laboratories.
The Administration used the uncertainty in the fiscal year 2007
budget that resulted from the enactment of three successive con-
tinuing resolutions to appropriate funds for the Department as an
excuse for providing plans that were almost useless in many areas.
The Committee directs the Department to submit updated versions
of these plans (i.e., five-year budget plans for major DOE programs
as listed in House Report 109-86, for the entire Department, and
laboratory business plans) concurrent with submission of the fiscal
year 2009 budget request.

The Committee renews its previous direction that program plans
and the integrated Department-wide plan should state clearly the
assumptions and priorities behind the choices made among com-
peting Department programs, and should include a copy of the di-
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rection provided to the program offices to guide their submissions
to the five-year plan. The five-year budget plans for each major
program also should identify clearly the five-year funding profiles
for all major projects with total project costs in excess of
$100,000,000. This direction applies to all ongoing projects (e.g.,
the Hanford Waste Treatment Plant), all new projects (e.g., NSLS—
II), and all major cleanup projects in excess of the threshold. This
information is generally available on the construction data sheets,
but should be incorporated into the five-year plans as well.

The Committee appreciates the effort of the Office of Civilian Ra-
dioactive Waste Management in detailing the spending plan for li-
censing, opening, and operating the Yucca Mountain Geologic High-
Level Nuclear Waste Repository. This plan extends well beyond
five years and was critical in making the case for the fiscal year
2008 budget request for this activity. Accordingly, the Committee
recommends full funding for this request. In contrast, the plan for
the Office of Science was disappointing and only communicated the
intention to double the overall spending level within 10 years. The
budget requirements for the International Thermonuclear Energy
Reactor (ITER) are known to the Department, but the variation in
this major funding activity within Fusion Energy Research was not
visible in the overall funding projected for this area. Were it not
for the Committee’s strong support for strengthening U.S. research
in the physical sciences, the budget request for the Office of Science
would not be funded.

The programs of the Office of Environmental Management offer
a clear example of the problem. Environmental Management has
developed milestone schedules for each of its cleanup sites. These
schedules were developed in cooperation with local communities
and regulators, and in some cases, are the result of legally-binding
agreements. There are known resource requirements that are nec-
essary to meet these existing cleanup milestones. By summing up
the funding requirements that are necessary to keep all existing
cleanup sites on schedule for the next five years, the Office of Envi-
ronmental Management can derive the minimum funding level re-
quired for the Environmental Management programs over the next
five years. Where OMB or the Department imposes a funding ceil-
ing that provides less than the minimum necessary to keep all
cleanup sites on schedule, the five-year plan then should identify
clearly which sites would remain on schedule and which ones
would see a schedule slip and the extent of the slippage. Absent
this level of detail, the five-year plan does not inform Congress of
the trade-offs that are being made at the proposed five-year fund-
ing levels.

The Department proposes significant work leading to the devel-
opment of a reliable replacement warhead (RRW) within the weap-
ons program. The Committee directs the Administration to develop
a comprehensive nuclear defense strategy that defines the future
mission, global threats, and the specific characteristics of the U.S.
nuclear stockpile necessary to address the nation’s nuclear deter-
rent requirements before proceeding with the RRW or significant
nuclear complex modernization plans. Additionally, the Committee
views this as a possibility only as part of a major consolidation of
the nuclear weapons complex with significant reductions in oper-
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ating costs. The plan for the complex is named by the Department
the “Complex 2030”. The Committee cannot support continued
spending at current rates on the weapons program nor planning for
the RRW absent a clear plan to restructure the complex over the
coming five years and reduce the costs. The United States can ill
afford to reconstitute the twentieth century Cold War nuclear
weapons complex in the twenty-first century with its radically dif-
ferent threats and requirements.

FUNDING OF SAFEGUARDS AND SECURITY ACTIVITIES

The Committee again directs the Department of Energy (DOE) to
continue to fund the safeguards and security activities within the
DOE programs as a direct funded activity. The Committee notes
security costs increases to fund increased requirements from
changes to the Design Basis Threat (DBT) in the aftermath of the
9-11 attacks, requires a transparent accounting system to track
funding across the Department of Energy’s complex of sites. The
Committee still is unaware of any compelling rationale to transi-
tion back to indirect funding of security activities within the DOE
accounts, and therefore, the Committee will continue to appropriate
funds for security activities as a direct appropriation.

BUDGET JUSTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

The fiscal year 2009 budget justifications submitted by the De-
partment must include the following: (1) a section identifying the
last year that authorizing legislation was provided by Congress for
each program; (2) funding within each construction project data
sheet for elimination of excess facilities at least equal to the square
footage of the new facilities being requested; and (3) funding to
eliminate excess facilities at least equal to the square footage of
new facilities being constructed as general plant projects (GPP).
The budget justifications must also include a statement that all ap-
propriate project management requirements from DOE Order 413.3
have been met at the time the budget justifications are submitted
to Congress. The Committee understands that all such require-
ments may not be met, and need not be met, at the time the budg-
et request is formulated. The Committee does expect, however, that
these project management requirements will have been fulfilled at
the time the fiscal year 2009 budget request is delivered to Con-
gress.

AUGMENTING FEDERAL STAFF

The Committee expects the Department to manage closely the
number of management and operating (M&O) contractor employees
assigned to the Washington metropolitan area in fiscal year 2008,
in accordance with the guidance provided in the fiscal year 2006
conference report. The Committee maintains the following report-
ing requirements:

Report on M&O contractor employees.—The Department is to
provide a report to the Committee at the end of fiscal year 2007
on the use of M&O contractor employees assigned to the Wash-
ington metropolitan area. The report is to identify all M&O con-
tractor employees who work in the Washington metropolitan area,
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including the name of the employee, the name of the contractor,
the organization to which he or she is assigned, the job title and
a description of the tasks the employee is performing, the annual
cost of the employee to the Department, the Headquarters program
organization sponsoring each M&O employee, the program account
funding that employee, and the length of time the employee has
been detailed to the Department or elsewhere in the Washington
metropolitan area (e.g., the Congress, the Executive Office of the
President, and other Federal agencies). The report should also in-
clude detailed information on the cost of maintaining each M&O of-
fice in the Washington metropolitan area. This report is to include
actual data for the period October 1, 2006 through September 30,
2007, and is due to the Committee no later than January 31, 2008.

Report on support service contractors.—The report is to include
for each support service contract at Headquarters: the name of the
contractor; the program organization (at the lowest organization
level possible) hiring the contractor; a description and list of the
tasks performed; the number of contractor employees working on
the contract; and the annual cost of the contract. This report is to
include actual data for the period October 1, 2006 through Sep-
tember 30, 2007, and is due to the Committee no later than Janu-
ary 31, 2008.

REPROGRAMMING GUIDELINES

The Committee requires the Department to inform the Com-
mittee promptly and fully when a change in program execution and
funding is required during the fiscal year. To assist the Depart-
ment in this effort, the following guidance is provided for programs
and activities funded in the Energy and Water Development Appro-
priations Act. The Committee directs the Department to follow this
guidance for all programs and activities unless specific reprogram-
ming guidance is provided below for a program or activity. The
Committee is aware of two instances in the previous fiscal year in
which, from the Committee’s perspective, the Department abused
its reprogramming authorities. In the reorganization of the Envi-
ronment, Safety and Health organization, the Department refused
to submit a reprogramming request to the Committees, despite ex-
plicit direction to do so and despite the fact that the reorganization
clearly involved the reallocation of funds in a manner significantly
different than described in the budget request and approved in the
conference report. In the second instance, the Department inter-
nally reprogrammed funds to begin implementation of the loan
guarantee program after the Committee formally disapproved a re-
programming request for that purpose. This internal reprogram-
ming by the Department led to a determination by the Government
Accountability Office that the Department violated the Anti-Defi-
ciency Act by these actions.

Definition.—A reprogramming includes the reallocation of funds
from one activity to another within an appropriation, or any signifi-
cant departure from a program, project, or activity described in the
agency’s budget justification as presented to and approved by Con-
gress. For construction projects, a reprogramming constitutes the
reallocation of funds from one construction project identified in the
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justifications to another project or a significant change in the scope
of an approved project.

Criteria for reprogramming.—A reprogramming should be made
only when an unforeseen situation arises, and then only if delay of
the project or the activity until the next appropriations year would
result in a detrimental impact to an agency program or priority.

Reprogrammings may also be considered if the Department can
show that significant cost savings can accrue by increasing funding
for an activity. Mere convenience or preference should not be fac-
tors for consideration. Reprogrammings should not be employed to
initiate new programs, or to change program, project, or activity al-
locations specifically denied, limited, or increased by Congress in
the Act or report. In cases where unforeseen events or conditions
are deemed to require such changes, proposals shall be submitted
in advance to the Committee and be fully explained and justified.

Reporting and approval procedures.—The Committee has not
provided statutory language to define reprogramming guidelines,
but expects the Department to follow the spirit and the letter of the
guidance provided in this report. Consistent with prior years, the
Committee has not provided the Department with any internal re-
programming flexibility in fiscal year 2008, unless specifically iden-
tified in the House, Senate, or conference reports for particular pro-
grams, projects, or activities. Any reallocation of new or prior year
budget authority or prior year deobligations must be submitted to
the Committees in writing and may not be implemented prior to
approval by the Committees on Appropriations.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee’s recommendations for Department of Energy
programs in fiscal year 2008 are described in the following sections.
A detailed funding table is included at the end of this title.

ENERGY SUPPLY AND CONSERVATION

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccveeeeiiiieeeiieeereeeeree e et e e r e esaeeeeanes $2,154,504,000
Budget estimate, 2008 2,187,943,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........ooooiuiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeeeeeee e -
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 .........cccceeeieriieeiieniieenie et —2,154,504,000
Budget estimate, 2008 —2,187,943,000

In previous years the Committee has funded the Energy Supply
and Conservation account that included the following programs:
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Resources; Nuclear En-
ergy; Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability; Environment,
Safety and Health (non-defense); and Legacy Management (non-de-
fense). The Committee views that this combination obscures the
nation’s true investments in energy research, development, dem-
onstration, and deployment. Consequently, four of these five pro-
grams will now have their own accounts, and together with the
Fossil Energy account, which now will subsume the full Clean Coal
Technology program, spending levels for energy at DOE will be
more transparent. Legacy management (non-defense) now will be
funded as a subaccount of Non-Defense Environmental Manage-
ment.
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ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY

Appropriation, 2007 ...... $1,474,285,000
Budget estimate, 200 . 11,236,199,000
Recommended, 2008 1,873,844,000

Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceeeiereriieneniere et +399,559,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ........c.cccooiiiieiiieeeee e +637,645,000

1The budget request for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy of $1,236,199,000 was included in the
request for Energy Supply and Conservation. The Committee is separating this line into its component ac-
counts for FY 2008.

Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy programs include re-
newable energy and energy conservation research, development,
demonstration and deployment activities (RDD&D), and federal en-
ergy assistance programs. Renewable energy research, develop-
ment, demonstration, and deployment activities include biomass
and biorefinery systems, geothermal technology, hydrogen tech-
nology, hydropower, solar energy, and wind energy technologies.
Energy conservation activities include improving the efficiency of
vehicle, building, fuel cell, and industrial technologies. Federal en-
ergy assistance programs include weatherization assistance, state
energy programs, international renewable energy program, tribal
energy activities, and the renewable energy production incentive.

The total Committee recommendation for Energy Efficiency and
Renewable Energy (EERE) programs is $1,873,844,000, an increase
of $637,645,000 compared to the budget request. This increases
Weatherization Assistance funding, provides facilities and equip-
ment for research and development to further renewable energy
technology, and deploys innovative renewable technologies.

The Committee directs the Department to quantify and track the
progress and impact of the substantial investments the Committee
has made in the Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy portfolio.
The Department shall brief the Committee on an annual basis on
the return on investment for each of the accounts.

Renewable Energy and Energy Conservation Research, Develop-
ment, Demonstration, and Deployment.—The Committee provides
$1,558,897,000 for renewable energy and energy conservation
RDD&D programs, an increase of $527,602,000 over the budget re-
quest.

Hydrogen Technology.—The Hydrogen Technology program seeks
to research, develop and validate fuel cell and hydrogen production,
delivery, and storage technologies. This program aims to have hy-
drogen from diverse domestic resources used in a clean, safe, reli-
able, and affordable manner in fuel cell vehicles and stationary

ower applications. The Committee recommendation is
5194,600,000, a decrease of $18,400,000 below the budget request.
Most research and development activities within this account will
not generally realize benefits until the 2050 timeframe, and there-
fore activities more appropriately funded in the longer term have
been reduced in favor of other renewable energy and efficiency pro-

rams with nearer term benefits. The Committee recommends
%30,000,000 for hydrogen production and delivery, a reduction of
$10,000,000 below the budget request; $14,000,000 for safety and
codes and standards, a reduction of $2,000,000 below the budget re-
quest; $2,000,000 for education, a reduction of $1,900,000 below the
budget request; $10,000,000 for systems analysis, $1,500,000 below
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the budget request; and $2,000,000 for manufacturing, a reduction
of $3,000,000 below the budget request.

Biomass and Biorefinery Systems R&D.—Biomass and Bio-
refinery Systems R&D conducts research, development and tech-
nology validation on advanced technologies that will enable future
biorefineries to convert cellulosic biomass to fuels, chemicals, heat
and power. The program focuses on reducing processing energy re-
quirements and production costs in biomass processing plants and
future integrated industrial biorefineries. The Committee rec-
ommendation for integrated research and development on biomass
and biorefinery systems is $250,000,000, an increase of $70,737,000
over the budget request. The Committee provides $10,000,000 for
feedstock infrastructure, $59,400,000 for platforms research and
development, $104,863,000 for utilization of platform outputs, and
$5,000,000 for cellulosic ethanol reverse auction, the same as the
budget request. The increase of $70,737,000 includes $40,000,000
to support additional commercial biorefinery demonstrations to in-
crease feedstock options and conversion technologies; $20,000,000
to support solicitations for new state-of-the-art biorefineries oper-
ating at 10 percent of commercial scale, enabling faster validation
of cellulosic ethanol configurations and reducing the technological
risks for scale-up to commercial operations; $4,000,000 for continu-
ation of the FreedomPrize challenge to encourage private sector
ideas to displace oil; and $4,237,000 to secure and upgrade high
speed data infrastructure to provide access to DOE lab supercom-
puting capabilities to accelerate high volume protein and enzyme
modeling. The Committee provides $2,500,000 for coordination with
the Department of Transportation for work on the transport of
biofuels, to include development of logistical movement patterns for
diverse feedstock, utilizing different modes of transportation to in-
clude barges, rail and pipelines.

The Committee directs DOE to implement an aggressive program
to take advantage of the Historically Black Colleges and Univer-
sities and Hispanic Serving Institutions across the country in order
to deepen the recruiting pool of diverse scientific and technical staff
available to support the growing renewable energy marketplace.

Solar Energy.—The Solar Energy program develops solar energy
technologies, such as photovoltaics (PV) and concentrating solar
power, that are reliable, affordable and environmentally sound. The
Committee provides $200,000,000 for solar energy programs, an in-
crease of $51,696,000 over the budget request. The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $149,000,000 for photovoltaic energy sys-
tems, an increase of $11,696,000 over the budget request for ap-
plied research on semi-conductor material, device and processing
issues, technology acceptance and technology evaluation. The Com-
mittee recommendation includes $34,000,000 for concentrating
solar power, an increase of $25,000,000 over the budget request to
improve thermal storage technologies and systems to allow utilities
to dispatch energy into the grid as needed, and to accelerate manu-
facturing technologies to enable scale-up and deployment of ad-
vanced systems. The Committee recommendation includes
$12,000,000 for solar heating and lighting, an increase of
$10,000,000 over the budget request to develop and validate inte-
grated solar PV and solar thermal systems essential to the develop-



61

ment of cost-neutral Zero Energy Buildings. The Committee rec-
ommendation provides $5,000,000 not included in the budget re-
quest, for accelerating the development and adoption of a solar PV
rating system, including EnergyStar testing and qualification to ac-
celerate market penetration.

Wind Energy.—The Wind Energy program focuses on the devel-
opment of wind turbines that can operate economically in areas
with low wind speeds, small wind turbines that can serve a range
of distributed power applications, and system technology in support
of offshore wind systems further from shore, particularly beyond
the viewshed of coastal communities. The Committee recommends
$57,500,000 for wind energy systems, an increase of $17,431,000
over the budget request. The increase is to support renewable grid
integration, a joint effort with the Office of Electricity Delivery and
Energy Reliability to maximize and scale renewable resource, utili-
zation and delivery.

Geothermal Technology.—The Geothermal Technology program
works in partnership with U.S. industry to establish geothermal
energy as an economically competitive contributor to the U.S. en-
ergy supply. Analysis published in January 2007 by a Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology-led panel identified the potential for
enhanced geothermal systems to contribute 100,000 MWe to the
Nation’s energy supplies. The budget request included no funding
for this activity. The Committee recommendation provides
$44,258,000 for technology development and application strategies
for enhanced geothermal systems, to be competitively awarded to
industry, universities and national laboratories for exploration,
drilling and conversion technologies.

Hydropower.—The Committee provides $22,000,000 for hydro-
power research, an increase of $22,000,000 over the budget request.
Hydropower is a major source of energy for the nation, and in-
creased efficiency of existing plants coupled with emerging water-
power technologies can make a major contribution to clean energy
generation. The Committee recommends $4,000,000 for environ-
mental studies to maximize the potential of conventional and alter-
native hydropower technologies; $6,000,000 for RDD&D of new wa-
terpower technologies for ocean, tidal, and instream-based genera-
tion; $7,000,000 for the advanced turbine program; and $5,000,000
for hydropower resource assessments at existing dams.

Vehicle Technologies.—The Vehicle Technologies program seeks
technology breakthroughs that will greatly reduce petroleum use
by automobiles and trucks of all sizes, including R&D on light-
weight materials, electronic power control, high power storage, and
hybrid electric drive motors. The Committee recommends
$235,441,000, an increase of $59,303,000 over the budget request.
The recommendation provides $93,664,000 for hybrid electric sys-
tems, an increase of $13,000,000 over the budget request. Of the
increase, $10,000,000 is for energy storage research and develop-
ment for advanced batteries for electric, hybrid-electric and plug-
in hybrid electric vehicle (PHEV) applications, and $3,000,000 is
for a competitively bid award to independently test and evaluate
all vehicles developed in the upcoming PHEV demonstration. The
Committee is concerned that DOE is moving forward with a dem-
onstration program for plug-in hybrid electric vehicles that will not
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be independently evaluated outside of the car companies. The Com-
mittee recommends $49,550,000 for advanced combustion engine
research and development, an increase of $15,000,000 to restore
funding to the heavy truck engine research that was eliminated in
the budget request. The Committee recommends $48,382,000 for
materials technology research, an increase of $15,000,000 over the
budget request to accelerate the development of cost-effective mate-
rials and manufacturing processes that contribute to fuel-efficient
passenger and commercial vehicles. The Committee supports the
lightweight materials technology research and development on ad-
vanced high-strength steels to reduce the weight of commercial ve-
hicles. The Committee provides $23,845,000 for fuels technology, an
increase of $10,000,000 over the request for non-petroleum based
fuels and lubricants evaluation to expand and accelerate RDD&D
for optimized ethanol engine and vehicle technologies. The Com-
mittee provides $20,000,000 for technology integration, an increase
of $6,303,000 over the budget request. This increase is for the vehi-
cles technologies deployment (VID) program, formerly the Clean
Cities program, and increases the budget request for VTD/Clean
Cities from $9,593,000 to $15,896,000, to promote the adoption and
use of petroleum reduction technologies and practices by working
with local Clean Cities coalitions and their stakeholders, industry
partners, fuel providers, and end users.

Building Technologies.—In partnership with the buildings indus-
try, this program develops, promotes, and integrates energy tech-
nologies and practices to make buildings more efficient and afford-
able. A key program objective is the availability of market-viable,
net zero energy homes by 2020. The Committee recommends
$146,456,000, an increase of $60,000,000 over the budget request,
for Building Technologies. The Committee provides $43,361,000 for
technology validation and market introduction, an increase of
$30,000,000 over the request, of which $28,751,000 is for building
energy codes, an increase of $25,000,000 over the budget request.
The Committee directs that $10,000,000 of the building energy code
increase be directed to state compliance programs as authorized
under Section 128 of EPAct 2005, and encourages states and/or
local governments to provide direct training to builders and build-
ing code inspectors as part of their compliance plans. The addi-
tional $15,000,000 increase in building energy codes is to continue
the development of the commercial zero-energy building initiative
to improve building codes program support to code setting organi-
zations and States. The Committee encourages the Department to
work through EnergySmart schools and EnergySmart hospitals to
ensure emergency preparedness while reducing energy costs. The
Committee provides $11,776,000 for Energy Star, an increase of
$5,000,000 over the budget request, for accelerating and modern-
izing Energy Star to include advanced technologies such as solar
water heaters, photovoltaics, fuels cells and other consumer appli-
ances. The Committee recommends work on early Energy Star rat-
ings and deployment of LED white lighting, and encourages its use
by the Federal Energy Management Program. The Committee pro-
vides $23,639,000 for equipment standards and analysis, an in-
crease of $10,000,000 over the budget request, to update appliance
standards. Currently the program is behind schedule on over 20
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standards and the delay is costing consumers and businesses bil-
lions of dollars in higher energy bills. The Committee has also pro-
vided additional resources in the DOE Office of the General Coun-
sel dedicated to reviewing appliance standards to expedite the pro-
mulgation of the standards. The Committee provides $52,756,000
for emerging technologies, an increase of $20,000,000 over the
budget request for lighting R&D, to accelerate the solid state light-
ing portfolio in core technology, product development and commer-
cialization support.

Industrial Technologies.—The Industrial Technologies program
costshares research in critical technology areas identified in part-
nership with industry in order to realize significant energy bene-
fits. The Committee recommends $57,000,000, an increase of
$11,002,000 over the budget request, and consistent with fiscal
year 2006 appropriated levels. The recommendation includes
$16,254,000 for Industries of the Future (Specific), an increase of
$7,000,000 over the budget request, to be allocated as follows:
metal casting at $1,006,000, an increase of $812,000 over the budg-
et request; steel industry at $3,716,000, an increase of $2,111,000
over the budget request; $2,330,000 for the aluminum industry, an
increase of $580,000 over the budget request; $2,961,000 for the
forest and paper products industry, an increase of $1,209,000 over
the budget request; and, $5,982,000 for the chemicals industry, an
increase of $2,288,000 over the budget request. The Committee pro-
vides $2,002,000 for the Inventions and Innovations program,
which is not included in the Administration’s budget request. This
program provides small grants to independent investors and small
technology-based businesses to develop skills in technology com-
mercialization. The Committee provides $38,744,000 for Industries
of the Future (crosscutting), an increase of $2,000,000 to expand
outreach to the Information Technologies industry and data centers
for energy savings, and development of software for verification
and accountability in measuring energy savings in industry.

Federal Energy Management Programs.—Federal Energy Man-
agement Programs (FEMP) reduce the cost and environmental im-
pact of the Federal government by advancing energy efficiency and
water conservation, promoting the use of renewable energy, and
managing utility costs in Federal facilities and operations. The
Committee recommendation for Federal Energy Management Pro-
grams is $27,000,000, an increase of $10,209,000 over the budget
request, of which $7,209,000 supports additional investment in
more projects. The Federal government should lead by example in
the area of energy efficiency by trying to squeeze every bit of pro-
ductivity from energy use. As such, the Committee provides an ad-
ditional $3,000,000 to leverage DOE specific initiatives at DOE fa-
cilities to lead the federal government in the use of energy effi-
ciency products and practices.

Facilities and Infrastructure.—The Committee recommendation
for renewable energy Facilities and Infrastructure is $195,699,000,
an increase of $188,717,000 over the budget request. This amount
includes the budget request of $6,982,000 for operations and main-
tenance of the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) in
Golden, Colorado; an increase of $8,000,000 to complete recapital-
ization and expansion of the solar program research and develop-
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ment equipment; $13,000,000 for South Table Mountain infrastruc-
ture, to include testing facilities for plug-in hybrid vehicles; and
$77,000,000 for the acceleration of the NREL energy systems inte-
gration facility. The Committee provides $90,717,000 for the NREL
Strategic Investments facilities program, to include $25,000,000 for
project engineering and design for site planning; and $65,717,000
for the preliminary design and initial construction of the biological
and chemical research facility.

Program Support.—Program Support activities for the EERE
program include planning, analysis and evaluation, and informa-
tion, communications and outreach. The Committee recommenda-
tion for Program Support is $18,930,000, an increase of $5,649,000
over the budget request. The Committee provides an increase of
$1,000,000 to assist in the establishment of a FACA-chartered Fed-
eral Advisory Council within the Office of EERE for Finance and
Investment. The goal of this advisory council will be to help gen-
erate policy within EERE to stimulate capital investments in
emerging technologies and thereby bring these technologies to the
marketplace. The Department is directed to report back to the
Committees on Appropriations within 60 days of enactment of this
Act on the plan to establish this advisory council. The Committee
provides $6,000,000 for the Energy Efficiency Public Information
Initiative, an increase of $4,649,000, to leverage private sector
funds to provide public service information on energy efficiency.
The Committee believes that there is no further benefit to be
gained from the National Academy of Sciences Phase 3 study effort
on Prospective Benefits of DOE’s Applied Energy R&D Programs,
and directs the Department to use all remaining funding for this
effort to support U.S. contributions to the Global Energy Assess-
ment.

Program Direction.—Program Direction provides for the Federal
staffing resources and associated costs for supporting the manage-
ment and oversight of EERE programs. The Committee rec-
ommendation for Program Direction is $110,013,000, an increase of
$5,000,000 over the budget request, to provide additional federal
support in the management and oversight of added resources pro-
vided by the Committee. The Committee encourages that resources
first be applied to the work of promulgating appliance standards.

Federal Energy Assistance Programs.—The Committee provides a
total of $314,947,000 for federal energy assistance programs, an in-
crease of $110,043,000 over the budget request. These programs
are described in detail in the following sections.

Weatherization  Assistance—The  Committee recommends
$245,550,000 for weatherization assistance program grants, an in-
crease of $101,550,000 over the budget request, to include
$4,550,000 for training and technical assistance. The Committee is
concerned that the Department has severely under-funded this pro-
gram, which almost immediately results in significant energy sav-
ings in American homes. The Secretary is directed to make FY
2008 Weatherization funding available from Oct 1, 2007, to March
31, 2009, for states that submit plans requesting allocations for all
or part of this period.

International Renewable Energy Program.—The Committee rec-
ommends $10,000,000 for the International Renewable Energy Pro-
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gram, an increase of $10,000,000 over the budget request. No funds
are provided specifically for the Asia Pacific Initiative account, a
reduction of $7,500,000 from the budget request. The Committee
believes there is value in working collaboratively with our global
partners in promoting renewable energy and energy efficiency ef-
forts, and supports the work of the Office of Energy Efficiency and
Renewable Energy to this end. However, singling out one part of
the globe to support an Administration initiative makes no sense.
The Committee i1s disappointed that the Department has chosen to
fund only the Asia-Pacific Initiative and provide no funds for other
ongoing international exchange efforts. As such, the Committee
provides $10,000,000 for international efforts addressing green-
house gas reduction technologies, energy efficiency, international
standards, and energy security for continuing dialogue to include
western nations, and countries with emerging economies. Within
the International Renewable Energy Program account, no more
than $2,000,000 may be spent on the Asia-Pacific Initiative.

Tribal Energy Activities.—The Committee provides $5,000,000,
an increase of $2,043,000 over the budget request, for tribal energy
activities for additional energy projects. The Committee encourages
the Department to consider uniform contracts for investment, in
order to leverage tribal renewable energy contracts in a more effi-
cient manner and with a longer term vision. The Committee directs
the Department to establish a director for Indian Energy Policy
and Programs to provide much needed coordination of the Depart-
ment’s activities and services to assist Indian tribes in developing
their energy resources.

Renewable Energy Production Incentive—The Committee pro-
vides $4,946,000 for the Renewable Energy Production Incentive,
the same as the budget request.

State  Energy  Program.—The  Committee  recommends
$49,451,000 for the State Energy Program, an increase of
$3,950,000 over the budget request, to include $10,501,000 for com-
petitive projects, the same as the budget request. The Committee
directs the Department to implement section 140 of EPAct to sup-
port state-wide pilot programs that encourage the reduction of elec-
tricity or natural gas consumption within the total funds provided.

ELECTRICITY DELIVERY AND ENERGY RELIABILITY

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccviieeiiieeeeiiee et e e e e anes $137,000,000
Budget estimate, 2008 1114,937,000
Recommended, 2008 ..........c.oooeiuiiiiiiiiieeieeeeee et eanes 134,161,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceevieiiiieriienie e —2,839,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ..........ccoooiiiieiiieeeee e +19,224,000

1The budget request for Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability of $114,937,000 was included in the re-
quest for Energy Supply and Conservation. The Committee is separating this line into its component ac-
counts for FY 2008.

The mission of the Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reli-
ability is to lead national efforts to modernize the electric grid, en-
hance security and reliability of the energy infrastructure, and fa-
cilitate recovery from disruptions to the energy supply. The Com-
mittee recommendation for Electricity Delivery and Energy Reli-
ability is $134,161,000, an increase of $19,224,000 over the budget
request. The President has designated DOE as the Lead Sector-
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Specific Agency responsible for protecting the Nation’s critical en-
ergy infrastructure. The Committee provides the $19,224,000 in-
crease for infrastructure security and energy restoration, to further
assist State and local governments with energy disruption and re-
sponse preparedness.

NUCLEAR ENERGY

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceevieriiiiienie ettt $482,191,000
Budget estimate, 2008 11,233,052,000
Recommended, 2008 ..........ccccueeiiiiiiieiiieiiieeeeie et 759,227,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ........cccceeeiieerriieeniiieeeiree e ereeesereees +277,036,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ........cccoeiiiiiiieiiiee e —473,825,000

1The budget request for Nuclear Energy of $801,703,000 was included in the request for Energy Supply
and Conservation. The Committee is separating this line into its component accounts for FY 2008 and has
transferred from Nuclear Nonproliferation to Nuclear Energy the MOX fuel fabrication facility requested at
$431,349,000 and work on Generation IV reactor fuel in partnership with Russia for which the request was

The Committee recommendation for the Nuclear Energy appro-
priation is $759,227,000, a decrease of $473,825,000 below the
budget request. This net decrease reflects the Committee’s rec-
ommendation to fund the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership
(GNEP) program at $120,000,000, $35,000,000 below the authoriza-
tion ceiling of $155,000,000, fund the Nuclear Power 2010 program
at the fiscal year 2007 appropriations level, and fund the Mixed
Oxide fuel fabrication facility below the budget request. The Com-
mittee has transferred the Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel fabrication fa-
cility program from the Office of Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation
to the Nuclear Energy programs account. The Committee provides
increased funding for nuclear energy facility infrastructure, and for
the deployment of a reactor from the Generation IV nuclear energy
systems initiative. The Committee provides no funds for the univer-
sity education assistance program at the DOE, the same as the
budget request; however, the Committee has provided additional
funding for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to implement an
education assistance program.

Of the total funding of $835,176,000 provided for Nuclear Energy
programs and facilities, $75,949,000 represents costs allocated to
the 050 budget function, (i.e. defense activities) for Idaho Site-wide
and Security activities.

Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP).—The Department
requests $405,000,000 for a major new initiative called the Global
Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP) including $10,000,000 under
Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation. This initiative claims to address
the challenges of spent fuel disposal, nuclear nonproliferation, and
growth in nuclear energy through the application of advanced tech-
nologies to recycle spent nuclear fuel. While the Committee is gen-
erally supportive of continued research that could lead to an even-
tual program of light water nuclear reactor spent fuel recycling,
should that become necessary in the future, the aggressive program
proposed by the Department is at best premature. The Committee
has provided considerable funding in previous years and does so
again in fiscal year 2008, to support a renaissance in nuclear en-
ergy generation in the United States. This renaissance appears to
be coming, and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission is anticipating
multiple license applications for new light water nuclear reactors
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before the end of 2008. But the renaissance has not taken shape
as yet. It will be some years before one can be confident the indus-
try will be renewed. The licensing, financing and construction of
new reactors have not happened, and the economic viability of nu-
clear power will not be known until the first few new reactors are
providing energy to the electric grid.

GNEP and Nuclear Nonproliferation.—At the recent DOE-spon-
sored international ministerial meeting on GNEP, the Administra-
tion abandoned any pretext that GNEP will promote international
nuclear nonproliferation by relenting to partner demands that
“partnership” countries can continue to produce weapons-usable
plutonium in their reprocessing activities. The Committee is dis-
appointed that the Administration would support any effort that
leads to increased availability of plutonium anywhere in the world.

GNEP’s inclusion of fast reactors.—The Department’s concept of
the GNEP includes the development of fast burner reactors. The ul-
timate benefit of reducing the requirements for permanent geologic
disposal largely results from the destruction of long-lived radio-
nuclides in fast reactors and requires multiple cycles of reprocess-
ing spent fast reactor fuel. Considerable research is needed before
it 1s possible to judge the actual technology to be used or the costs
and eﬁ:onomic viability of this critical element of the GNEP ap-
proach.

There are also concerns with the development of fast reactors in
general. To date, virtually all fast reactors have been configured as
breeder reactors, and breeder reactors, as the name implies, create
more plutonium than they consume in fissionable material. Encour-
aging the development of this technology and reliance on fast reac-
tors as part of spent fuel management poses proliferation risks.

Divergence of Congressional and Department concepts for spent
nuclear fuel recycling.—When Congress provided funding in fiscal
year 2006 for Integrated Spent Fuel Recycling, Congress under-
stood integrated recycling to involve four steps: an advanced sepa-
rations technology such as UREX+ that would not yield separated
plutonium, fabrication of new mixed oxide (MOX) fuel for use in
commercial light water power reactors thereby recycling any pluto-
nium containing product of UREX+, vitrification of waste products,
and interim storage of spent fuel to support the recycling process.
GNEP envisions a very different process, using fast burner reactors
to destroy more completely the plutonium and other actinides in
the spent fuel. The Department has failed to convince the Com-
mittee that advanced separations technology coupled with fast re-
actors is a viable, comprehensive approach to recycling spent fuel.

Inadequate information on waste streams and life cycle costs.—
The cost estimates for construction and commissioning of the Han-
ford Waste Treatment Plant (WTP) have gone from $4.3 billion to
over $12 billion in just three years, and there are numerous other
examples of major construction projects with considerable cost
growth and poor project management by the Department. Embark-
ing on a costly process leading to major new construction projects
is unwise, particularly where there is no urgency, and the Depart-
ment has failed to persuade the Committee of the critical need to
proceed with GNEP now. In addition, before the Department can
expect the Committee to support funding for a major new initiative,
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the Department must provide a complete and credible estimate of
the life-cycle costs of the program demonstrate that it can manage
and control the costs of its ongoing projects.

Future of nuclear energy.—At present, 103 civilian light-water
nuclear reactors generate twenty percent of the Nation’s electricity.
The generation process produces no greenhouse gases, is carefully
regulated by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and rate payers
pay into the Nuclear Waste Fund for the permanent disposal of
spent reactor fuel in Yucca Mountain. However, the current fleet
of reactors are generally one-third to one-half through their ex-
pected operating lifetimes. To retain this component of our domes-
tic energy supply, even at the twenty percent level of electricity
generation, the United States will have to reach a consensus sup-
porting the construction of dozens of new nuclear reactors begin-
ning with improved versions of light water reactors and subse-
quently including thermal neutron Generation IV reactors. Delays
in opening the Yucca Mountain repository and the legislated capac-
ity limit of the repository cast a shadow over the future of nuclear
energy, raising doubts about a viable disposal path for the spent
fuel current and future reactors will generate.

Generation IV high-temperature gas reactors.—The Committee
notes that there are designs for Generation IV, thermal-neutron,
high output-temperature nuclear reactors that offer the potential of
enhanced safety, improved efficiency in the generation of elec-
tricity, 950 degree Celsius output temperatures that may enable ef-
ficient generation of hydrogen from water, and the ability for high-
er burn-up of fissionable elements. A true nuclear renaissance
should not be confined to improved versions of current light-water
reactors. Accordingly, the Committee shifts significant support to
the Generation IV program to accelerate demonstration of this re-
actor type, which is not subject to core meltdown.

University education assistance.—The Committee provides no
funding in the DOE nuclear energy account for grants and fellow-
ships that support nuclear science and engineering education, the
same as the budget request. However, the Committee provides
$15,000,000 for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) to exe-
cute the university education assistance program. DOE annually
requests no funding for education assistance, and the Congress
sees fit every year to restore the funding. It is irresponsible for the
Department to zero out education assistance at a time when the
nuclear industry is attempting to revitalize. By requesting no funds
for this program, the Department sends the wrong signal to aspir-
ing students in the nuclear field that there is a lack of a commit-
ment to a future with nuclear energy. The Committee therefore en-
trusts the NRC with the responsibility of providing a sustainable
education assistance program.

Nuclear Power 2010.—The Committee provides $80,291,000 for
Nuclear Power 2010, a decrease of $33,709,000 below the budget
request and the same as fiscal year 2007. The Committee believes
the funds should be to assist in addressing the financial burden of
new license applicants, and not to subsidize the work of reactor de-
signers.



69

NUCLEAR ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Generation IV nuclear energy systems.—The Committee supports
the Department’s collaborative efforts on the research and develop-
ment of a Generation IV (Gen IV) reactor design that will be safer,
more cost effective, and more proliferation resistant than current
designs. The Committee recommends a total of $115,145,000 for
Generation IV nuclear energy systems, an increase of $79,000,000
over the budget request, which includes $70,000,000 for the Next
Generation Nuclear Plant program and $9,000,000 to continue
work on fuel for Gen IV reactors in partnership with Russia, trans-
ferred from the Nuclear Nonproliferation account. The Committee
directs the Department to make the Next Generation Nuclear
Plant a higher priority than the Global Nuclear Energy Partner-
ship and to begin a competitive solicitation process for a commer-
cial demonstration of a thermal-neutron gas reactor, to be located
at the Department’s nuclear energy laboratory, the Idaho National
Laboratory (INL). The DOE cost share with industry partners
should be 50/50, with the management of the construction of the
reactor to be undertaken by industry. In fiscal year 2008, these
funds shall be used to prepare and conduct the solicitation, to de-
velop a licensing strategy for this reactor in partnership with the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and to identify infrastructure
needs at INL to support this endeavor.

Nuclear  Hydrogen  Initiative.—The Committee provides
$19,265,000 for the nuclear hydrogen initiative, a reduction of
$3,335,000 from the budget request. The Committee’s recommenda-
tion is consistent with the Department’s fiscal year 2007 operating
plan. The Committee expects the Department to meet the require-
ments of the Hydrogen Future Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-271) for com-
petition and industry cost sharing, and expects the Office of Nu-
clear Energy, Science and Technology to coordinate the Nuclear
Hydrogen Initiative fully with the other hydrogen research being
conducted by the Office of Science and the Office of Energy Effi-
ciency and Renewable Energy.

NUCLEAR FUEL CYCLE

The Committee creates a new subaccount entitled Nuclear Fuel
Cycle that incorporates the Advanced Fuel Cycle Initiative (AFCI)
and the Mixed Oxide (MOX) Fuel Fabrication Facility transferred
from Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation.

Advanced Fuel Cycle Initiative—The Committee provides
$120,000,000 for the Advanced Fuel Cycle Initiative, $35,000,000
below the fiscal year 2008 authorization level, and $275,000,000
below the budget request, but the same as the House-recommended
level for fiscal year 2007. The Committee supports continued re-
search on advanced fuel cycles, including the development of tech-
nologies for recycling spent nuclear fuel. However, the Committee
does not support the Department’s rushed, poorly-defined, expan-
sive, and expensive Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP)
proposal. There is no compelling urgency to reach a decision point
in the summer of 2008, nor is there urgency to begin the develop-
ment of commercial-scale recycling facilities. Further research is
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required before the U.S. should commit the magnitude of funding
proposed under the GNEP initiative.

The Department should focus its limited AFCI resources in fiscal
year 2008 on research activities at the Idaho National Laboratory,
the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, and the Argonne National
Laboratory, with support from university and private sector re-
searchers as appropriate. The success of AFCI will be judged on the
quality of the research it produces, not on the number of national
laboratories that it supports.

The Committee is pleased with the number of communities that
volunteered to host GNEP facilities, and the Committee directs the
Department to make available up to $5,000,000 to maintain this
community interest in fiscal year 2008. Such interest may translate
into candidate sites for fuel cycle facilities in the future.

The Committee notes with disapproval that the Department used
the flexibility it received under the year-long Continuing Resolu-
tion to allocate $167,484,000 for the Advanced Fuel Cycle Initiative
in fiscal year 2007, a level that exceeds the authorized ceiling of
$150,000,000 for AFCI activities in fiscal year 2007 that was estab-
lished in section 953 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005.

The Committee has learned that DOE’s use of technology readi-
ness levels in the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership technology
development plan of April 2007 does not apply readiness in a man-
ner consistent with the recommendations in the Government Ac-
countability Office report from March 2007 (GAO-07-336). Specifi-
cally, DOE has applied technology readiness levels to an entire fa-
cility, rather than assessing and reporting readiness levels for each
of the critical technologies within each of the facilities. Such an
evaluation would provide the transparency needed to understand
the current maturity of each of the critical technologies and proc-
esses, and a clearer understanding of the cost and schedule of in-
tended facilities. The Committee directs the Department to provide
the technology readiness levels individually for each of the specific
technologies within the proposed GNEP facilities, consistent with
the GAO recommendations, in a revised GNEP technology develop-
ment plan, including cost and schedules, to the Committee by Jan-
uary 31, 2008.

Fuel  Fabrication  Facilitiess—The  Committee  provides
$167,849,000 for Fuel Fabrication Facilities, which includes
$142,849,000 for construction of the Mixed Oxide (MOX) Fuel Fab-
rication Facility at the Savannah River Site, a reduction of
$191,000,000 from the request. The Committee also provides
$25,000,000 for other project costs associated with this facility, a
decrease of $72,500,000 below the request. The MOX project has
been transferred from the Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation ac-
count because the project ceased to be a nonproliferation project
once it was de-linked from the companion Russian fissile material
disposition project.

The Committee strongly encourages the Department to take a
fresh look at how the current single-purpose MOX design can be
adapted to be a more versatile fuel fabrication facility that can not
only process the 34 metric tons of excess weapons-usable plutonium
to fulfill the terms of the agreement with Russia, but can also fab-
ricate fuel for advanced U.S. reactors that may be developed under
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the AFCI and Gen IV research initiatives. Given the high capital
costs for constructing the single-purpose MOX plant, this project
may only be a worthwhile investment if the Department can find
a way to maximize the utility of this plant.

The control point is at the Nuclear Fuel Cycle level, so that funds
may be reprogrammed within and between the AFCI and Advanced
Fuel Fabrication Facilities accounts without the need for prior Con-
gressional approval.

Project management.—The Committee is very concerned about
the past mismanagement of the MOX fuel fabrication facility. The
ever-increasing project cost baseline warrants a real-time project
management oversight function performed by a group outside of
the Department, as the MOX facility goes into the construction
phase. As such, the Committee directs the Government Account-
ability Office to monitor the construction and management of the
MOX facility, and report to the Committee on a quarterly basis on
the progress of the fuel fabrication facility, regarding scope, cost
and schedule changes and performance.

RADIOLOGICAL FACILITIES MANAGEMENT

The purpose of the Radiological Facilities Management program
is to maintain the critical infrastructure necessary to support users
from the defense, space, and medical communities. These outside
users fund DOE’s actual operational, production, and research ac-
tivities on a reimbursable basis.

Space and defense infrastructure.—The Committee recommenda-
tion is $35,110,000, the same as the budget request. This includes
the requested amounts to operate radioisotope power systems at
the Idaho National Laboratory (INL), maintain iridium capabilities
at Oak Ridge National Laboratory, and maintain and operate the
Pu-238 mission at Los Alamos National Laboratory.

Medical isotopes infrastructure.—The Committee recommenda-
tion is $14,964,000, the same as the budget request. The rec-
ommendation provides the requested amounts for Oak Ridge build-
ings 4501, 7920, 5500, and 9204-3 at Y-12, and for various facility
costs at Brookhaven and Los Alamos National Laboratories.

Research reactor infrastructure.—The Committee recommenda-
tion includes $2,947,000, the same as the budget request, for fresh
reactor fuel and disposal of spent fuel for university reactors.

Oak Ridge nuclear infrastructure.—The Committee provides
$10,000,000, not requested in the budget, to maintain the nuclear
energy facilities and technical infrastructure at Oak Ridge National
Laboratory without degradation.

IDAHO FACILITIES MANAGEMENT

This program funds the operations and construction activities at
the Idaho National Laboratory (INL), including the former ANL
West and the Test Reactor Area.

INL operations and infrastructure—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $122,263,000, $17,550,000 over the budget
request, for INL operations and infrastructure. The Committee pro-
vides a $20,000,000 increase for the INL Advanced Test Reactor
(ATR) Life Extension Program to continue safety posture improve-
ments to ensure that the ATR remains contemporary with industry
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design and construction code standards, and for site infrastructure
laboratory facilities. The Committee reduces INL operations and
infrastructure by $2,450,000, which is for the Radiological and En-
vironmental Sciences Laboratory. The Committee provides this
funding in the Office of Environment, Safety and Health account
in fiscal year 2008.

IDAHO SITE-WIDE SAFEGUARDS AND SECURITY

Consistent with the budget request, this activity is funded at the
requested level of $75,949,000 as a 050 Defense Activity under the
Other Defense Activities account.

PROGRAM DIRECTION

The Committee recommends a total funding level for program di-
rection of $71,393,000, a reduction of $4,831,000 below the budget
request. The reduction of $1,682,000 is commensurate with the re-
duction to the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership’s overall pro-
grammatic funding. The Committee never received a reprogram-
ming request from the Department for the movement of funds as
the result of abolishing the Office of Environment, Safety, and
Health. The Committee thereby reduces Nuclear Energy program
direction by $3,149,000. This funding, which is for the Radiological
and Environmental Sciences Laboratory, is provided by the Com-
mittee for fiscal year 2008 in the Office of Environment, Safety and
Health account.

CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY
(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS)

The Revised Continuing Appropriations Resolution for Fiscal
Year 2007 (Public Law 110-5), deferred $257,000,000 in unobli-
gated Clean Coal Technology balances to fiscal year 2008. The
Committee recommends the transfer of $108,000,000 of the
$257,000,000 deferral to the FutureGen project, and rescinds the
remaining $149,000,000 from the deferral. These balances are no
longer needed in the Clean Coal Technology program to complete
active projects. Of the $66,000,000 in unobligated balances carried
forward at the start of fiscal year 2008, $58,000,000 is transferred
to the carbon sequestration program, leaving $8,000,000 in bal-
ances for closeout activities. The Committee’s recommendation dif-
fers from the budget request in that the budget request transferred
the $58,000,000 in balances to the Clean Coal Power Initiative pro-
gram. The Committee believes carbon sequestration is a higher re-
search, development, and demonstration priority for the future of
coal.

FossiL. ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Appropriation, 2007 $592,621,000
Budget estimate, 2008 .. 566,801,000
Recommended, 2008 708,801,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccceeeeiiereriienenieneeee et +116,180,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ...........coooiiiieiieeeeee e +142,000,000
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Fossil energy research and development programs are intended
to make prudent investments in long-range research and develop-
ment that help protect the environment through higher efficiency
power generation, advanced technologies and improved compliance
and stewardship operations. These activities help to safeguard our
domestic energy security.

Coal is this country’s most abundant fuel for electric power gen-
eration. Faced with the threat of global warming, and increased
costs of carbon sequestration and plant efficiency, the power gen-
eration technology research funded under this account has the dif-
ficult goal of developing virtually pollution-free power plants, while
increasing plant efficiency in order to compete with other forms of
electricity generation.

The Committee recommendation is $708,801,000, an increase of
$142,000,000 over the budget request and an increase of
$116,180,000 from fiscal year 2007 enacted levels.

Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Report.—The February 2007 Gov-
ernment Accountability Office report, “Public Safety Consequences
of a Terrorist Attack on a Tanker Carrying Liquefied Natural Gas
Need Clarification,” found that the most likely public safety impact
of an LNG spill is the heat hazard of a fire, but disagreed with the
specific heat hazard of a fire and cascading failure conclusions,
which is used by the Coast Guard to prepare Waterway Suitability
Assessments for LNG facilities. Additionally, GAO found that the
Department’s “recently funded study involving large-scale LNG fire
experiments addresses some, but not all, of the research priorities
identified by the expert panel.” Therefore, the Committee directs
the Department to incorporate the following key issues, as identi-
fied by the expert panel, into its current LNG study: cascading fail-
ure, comprehensive modeling (interaction of physical processes),
risk tolerability assessments, vulnerability of containment systems
(hole size), mitigation techniques, the effect of sea water coming in
as LNG flows out, and the impact of wind, weather and waves.

Clean Coal Power Initiative.—This program researches, develops,
and demonstrates commercial readiness to implement advanced
clean coal-based technologies that enhance electricity reliability, in-
crease generation capacity, and reduce emissions. The Committee
recommends $73,000,000 for the clean coal power initiative (CCPI),
the same as the budget request. The Committee is concerned that
past awards in this program were selected with priority given to
factors other than technical merit. The Committee believes that no
future awards should be made without a carbon capture sequestra-
tion component. The Committee believes that resources are more
critical in the areas of demonstrating carbon capture, transport
technologies and carbon sequestration, and directs the Department
to recast the CCPI program with these objectives.

FutureGen.—FutureGen was originally a $950 million project,
cost-shared with the private sector, to create the world’s first coal-
fired, zero emissions, electricity, heat and hydrogen producing
power plant. The Committee has been informed, through testimony
and follow-up information from the Department, that the costs of
FutureGen now approximate $1,800,000,000. Given the Depart-
ment’s track record for project management, the Committee expects
this cost to escalate even further in the future. The Committee
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agrees with recent reports on the imperative to demonstrate the
commercial viability of coal-based power generation with carbon
capture and sequestration (CCS). FutureGen needs to be refocused
as an integrated gasification combined cycle (IGCC) plant with car-
bon capture and sequestration, and drop the ambiguity of other
less-critical research components. The Committee believes that, by
streamlining the design to demonstrate IGCC and CCS, critical
goals will be reached in a more timely and fiscally prudent manner.
The Committee directs the Department to optimize the project de-
sign to support a proper sequestration demonstration. The Depart-
ment is directed to provide a total life-cycle cost and project base-
line for the streamlined FutureGen demonstration project by 120
days of enactment of this legislation.

The Committee recommends $108,000,000, the same as the re-
quest, for FutureGen. This funding will support the plant re-design
and procurement activities, and continue permitting and site char-
acterization efforts. It maintains the agreed level of federal commit-
ment to this program.

Fuels and power systems.—The Committee recommends a total of
$375,602,000 for fuels and power systems, an increase of
$130,000,000 over the budget request. The Committee provides
$50,000,000 for innovations at existing plants, an increase of
$50,000,000 over the budget request. Fifty percent of the nation’s
electricity generated in the U.S. comes from coal. With increased
concern regarding CO, emissions from coal plants as a contributing
factor to climate change, there needs to be a rigorous research pro-
gram on the potential for retrofitting existing coal plants for CO,
capture and sequestration. The Committee directs the Department
to focus R&D efforts on CO, capture technology for existing pulver-
ized coal (PC) combustion plants, to include efforts on high-
strength materials for heat intensive operations, plant efficiency,
and oxy-fuel combustion PC retrofit technology. The recommenda-
tion provides the following amounts consistent with the budget re-
quest: $50,000,000 for advanced Integrated Gas Combined Cycle
and, $22,000,000 for advanced turbines. The Committee rec-
ommends $131,577,000 for carbon sequestration, an increase of
$52,500,000 over the budget request. The Department is directed
to undertake large scale (i.e., one million tons per year injection)
carbon sequestration experimental projects in reservoirs that are
instrumented, monitored and analyzed to verify the practical reli-
ability and implementation of sequestration. The Committee rec-
ommends $10,000,000 for fuels, the same as the budget request.
The Committee provides $62,025,000 for fuel cells, the same as the
budget request. The Committee provides $50,000,000 for advanced
research, an increase of $27,500,000 over the budget request. Of
the increased amount, $8,000,000 is to support the liquefied nat-
ural gas report. The Committee is concerned about the findings
that the Department is severely deficient in engineering-economic
simulation tools for analysis of integrated coal combustion and con-
version systems with carbon capture sequestration. The Committee
provides the increase of $19,500,000 to be awarded competitively
among universities, other nonprofits, industry and national labora-
tories to establish a strong program for modeling and simulation
capability that will permit the analysis of design tradeoffs, turbine
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operation and sequestration requirements, and other factors that
can accommodate validated engineering and cost data.

Petroleum-oil technologies.—The Committee recommends
$2,700,000 for petroleum-oil programs, an increase of $2,700,000
over the budget request. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct
2005) authorizes the use of $50,000,000 of mandatory receipts for
oil and gas technologies, which will fund oil and gas research and
development. The Committee provides $1,500,000 for the Stripper
Well Consortium, and $1,200,000 for the states’ Risk Based Data
Management System, both important activities that fall outside of
the EPAct 2005 legislation, but should continue.

Natural gas technologies.—Methane hydrates hold tremendous
potential to provide abundant supplies of natural gas. Globally,
more energy potential is stored in methane hydrates than in all
other known fossil fuel reserves combined. It appears that the
United States may be endowed with over 25 percent of total world-
wide methane hydrate deposits. While EPAct 2005 authorization
provides mandatory receipts for expenditures for oil and gas explo-
ration, it is unclear where the program consortium will focus these
resources. The Committee believes that the federal government
should maintain a rigorous research and development program for
methane hydrates, in which the research is long-term and high
risk, but has the potential for a high pay-off. The Committee pro-
vides $12,000,000 for gas hydrates research and development, an
increase of $12,000,000 over the budget request and the same as
fiscal year 2007 enacted levels.

Program direction.—The Committee recommends $127,273,000
for program direction, a reduction of $2,700,000 from the budget re-
quest, to be taken from support services. The Committee finds the
21.4 percent increase for support services to be excessive, and ques-
tions the need for the budget’s proposed levels of outside govern-
ment contracting when it has been emphasized that the work per-
formed by the laboratories is inherently governmental. The Com-
mittee directs the Department to continue to budget for all federal
employees in the program direction account.

Other.—The Committee recommendation includes no funding for
plant and capital equipment, the same as the budget request. The
Committee provides $9,570,000 for fossil energy environmental res-
toration, and $656,000 for special recruitment programs, the same
as the budget request.

NAVAL PETROLEUM AND OIL SHALE RESERVES

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccveieeiiieeeiee et e e re e e srr e e anes $21,316,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 17,301,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........cooooiiiiiieiieeiiirieee e 17,301,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 —4,015,000

Budget estimate, 2008

The Naval Petroleum and Oil Shale Reserves no longer serve the
national defense purpose envisioned in the early 1900’s, and con-
sequently the National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year
1996 required the sale of the Government’s interest in the Naval
Petroleum Reserve 1 (NPR-1). To comply with this requirement,
the Elk Hills field in California was sold to Occidental Petroleum
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Corporation in 1998. Following the sale of Elk Hills, the transfer
of the oil shale reserves, and transfer of administrative jurisdiction
and environmental remediation of the Naval Petroleum Reserve 2
(NPR-2) to the Department of the Interior, DOE retains one Naval
Petroleum Reserve property, the Naval Petroleum Reserve 3 (NPR—
3) in Wyoming (Teapot Dome field). This is a stripper well oil field
that the Department is maintaining until it reaches its economic
production limit. The DOE continues to be responsible for routine
operations and maintenance of NPR-3, management of the Rocky
Mountain Oilfield Testing Center at NPR-3, and continuing envi-
ronmental and remediation work at Elk Hills.

The Committee recommends $17,301,000, the same as the budget
request, for the operation of the naval petroleum and oil shale re-
serves.

STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceeviieiiiiiienie et $164,441,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 331,609,000
Recommended, 2008 .........cc.oooeiviiiiiiiiieeeieeeeeee e e anes 163,472,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceevieriiieiienieeiee et —969,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ........c.ccooooiiiieiiiieeee e —168,137,000

The mission of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR) is to store
petroleum to reduce the adverse economic impact of a major petro-
leum supply interruption to the U.S. and to carry out obligations
under the international energy program. The reserve’s current in-
ventory of 690.3 million barrels provides 56 days of net import pro-
tection

The Committee recommends $163,472,000, a decrease of
$168,137,000 below the budget request. The Committee provides
for the operation of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR), but
does not support the expansion of the reserve to 1.5 billion barrels.
Current cost estimates and schedule for the expansion are $10 bil-
lion for new facilities, $55 billion for the cost of the oil fill, and will
not be complete until 2027. In addition, an August 2006 Govern-
ment Accountability Office report recommended reviews of the pro-
posed optimal oil mix, and said that clarity was needed in DOE’s
models on estimating the impact of the reserve, and the appro-
priate size of the SPR should be reassessed. Given the analytical
shortcomings of the expansion plan, and the enormous cost and
timeframe of the expansion, the Committee does not support pro-
ceeding with the expansion at this time.

NORTHEAST HOME HEATING OIL RESERVE

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccveieeiiiieeeiiee et e et e e e e e e e anes $5,000,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 5,325,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........coooviriiiieiiieiiiieeeee e 5,325,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccccceeeriieeeiiieeeree e eeare e ereeeeeaeeas +325,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccccoeviiiiiieiieieee e R

The acquisition and storage of heating oil for the Northeast
began in August 2000 when the Department of Energy, through
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve account, awarded contracts for the
lease of commercial storage facilities and acquisition of heating oil.
The purpose of the reserve is to assure home heating oil supplies
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for the Northeastern States during times of very low inventories
and significant threats to the immediate supply of heating oil. The
Northeast Heating Oil Reserve was established as a separate entity
from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve on March 6, 2001. The
2,000,000 barrel reserve is stored in commercial facilities in New
York Harbor, New Haven, Connecticut, and the Providence, Rhode
Island area.

The Committee recommends $5,325,000, the same as the budget
request, for the Northeast Home Heating Oil reserve.

ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION

Appropriation, 2007 .......cccceeeeveerervereereeeereereeeeeee oo es s s ere e erennas $90,653,000
Budget estimate, 2008 105,095,000
Recommended, 2008 .........cc.oooeiiiiieiiiiieceieeeecee e 105,095,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceveeeriiieeeirieeeee e ereeeeeaeeas +14,442,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........cccoeviiiiiieiieeee e - - -

The Energy Information Administration (EIA) is a quasi-inde-
pendent agency within the Department of Energy established to
provide timely, objective, and accurate energy-related information
to the Congress, executive branch, state governments, industry,
and the public. The information and analysis prepared by the EIA
are widely disseminated and the agency is recognized as an unbi-
ased source of energy information and projections by government
organizations, industry, professional statistical organizations, and
the public.

The Committee recommends $105,095,000, the same as the budg-
et request, for the Energy Information Administration.

NON-DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

The Non-Defense Environmental Management program includes
funds to manage and clean up sites used for civilian, energy re-
search, and non-defense related activities. These past activities re-
sulted in radioactive, hazardous, and mixed waste contamination
that requires remediation, stabilization, or some other action.
Starting in fiscal year 2008, the Non-Defense Environmental Man-
agement program will include funding for the Office of Legacy
Management (non-defense) activities. The Office of Legacy Manage-
ment (non-defense) manages the Department’s post-closure respon-
sibilities, including long-term surveillance and maintenance, pen-
sion and benefit continuity for former contractor retirees, and ar-
chives management for non-defense sites.

Legacy Management consolidation.—Beginning in fiscal year
2008, the Committee has combined the Office of Legacy Manage-
ment with the Environmental Management Program. The Com-
mittee believes that consolidating these activities in one organiza-
tion will improve the communications and operations of both orga-
nizations. The Committee expects that the Office of Legacy Man-
agement will still operate as a separate office within the Environ-
mental Management Program.

Reprogramming authority.—The Committee continues to support
the need for flexibility to meet changing funding requirements at
sites. In fiscal year 2008, the Department may transfer up to
$2,000,000 between accounts, to reduce health or safety risks or to
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gain cost savings as long as no program or project is increased or
decreased by more than $2,000,000 during the fiscal year. The ac-
count control points for reprogramming are the Fast Flux Test Re-
actor Facility, West Valley Demonstration Project, Gaseous Diffu-
sion Plants, Legacy Management, Small Sites, and construction
line-items. This reprogramming authority may not be used to ini-
tiate new programs or programs specifically denied, limited, or in-
creased by Congress in the Act or report. The Committees on Ap-
propriations in the House and Senate must be notified within thir-
ty days of the use of this reprogramming authority.

Economic development.—None of the Non-Defense Environmental
Management funds, including those provided in the Non-Defense
Environmental Cleanup and Uranium Enrichment Decontamina-
tion and Decommissioning Fund, are available for economic devel-
opment activities.

NON-DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccceeviieriiiiienie et $349,687,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . . 180,937,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........coooviriiieeiiieiiiieeeee e 286,041,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 .......ccccccevieeeiieeeeiee e —63,646,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ........c.ccooeiiiiiriiieieeee e +105,104,000

The Committee recommendation for Non-Defense Environmental
Cleanup is $286,041,000, an increase of $105,104,000 over the
budget request. Of this increase, $35,104,000 reflects the consolida-
tion of the Office of Legacy Management account within the Non-
Defense Environmental Cleanup account, and $70,000,000 is pro-
vided for additional priority cleanup activities.

The recommendation provides $60,895,000 for solid waste sta-
bilization and disposition, and nuclear facility decontamination and
decommissioning (D&D) at the West Valley Demonstration Project,
an increase of $6,500,000 over the budget request for the increased
costs of shipping and disposing of low level waste. The Committee
provides $84,620,000 for D&D of the gaseous diffusion plants, an
increase of $46,500,000 over the budget request. The Committee
does not support the Administration’s proposed language on ura-
nium barter, and instead funds the uranium cleanup activities
through direct appropriations. As such, the Committee provides the
increase of $46,500,000 for the completion of technetium-99 con-
taminated uranium cleanup, including appropriate staffing levels,
operations, severance payments and contract close-out costs. The
recommendation provides $10,342,000 for the deactivation of facili-
ties and surveillance and maintenance of the Fast Flux Test Facil-
ity (FFTF), the same as the budget request.

Small Sites.—The Committee is concerned that funds for Small
Sites have been maintained “flat” for years, which extends the
cleanup activities and contributes to the overall total cost of the
program because cleanup takes longer. Therefore, the Committee
recommends $33,699,000 for Brookhaven National Laboratory, an
increase of $10,000,000 over the budget request, to accelerate the
D&D of the graphite reactor. The Committee recommends
$2,437,000 for soil and water remediation and nuclear facility de-
contamination and decommissioning at Argonne National Labora-
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tory, the same as the budget request. The Committee recommends
$5,400,000, the same as the budget request, for spent nuclear fuel
stabilization and disposition at Idaho National Laboratory.

Consolidated Business Center.—The Consolidated Business Cen-
ter, located in Cincinnati, Ohio, provides administrative support
and contractual assistance for the Environmental Management pro-
gram, including the aforementioned Small Sites. The Committee
provides $1,200,000, the same as the budget request, for completed
sites administration. The Committee recommendation provides
$5,900,000 for the Stanford Linear Accelerator Center, the same as
the budget request, for soil and groundwater remediation; and
$20,000,000 for nuclear facility decontamination and decommis-
sioning at the Energy Technology Engineering Center, an increase
of $7,000,000 over the budget request, to complete cleanup and re-
mediation of all radiological contamination. The Committee rec-
ommends $1,905,000 for decontamination and decommissioning of
the Tritium System Test Assembly Facility at Los Alamos National
Laboratory, the same as the budget request. The Committee rec-
ommends $427,000 for soil and water remediation at the Inhalation
Toxicology Laboratory, $160,000 for cleanup work at various sites
in California, and $23,952,000 for soil and water remediation meas-
ures at the former Atlas uranium mill tailings site at Moab, Utah,
the same as the budget request. The Committee directs the Depart-
ment to provide a report within 120 days of enactment of this Act
on the annual funding requirements needed to complete remedi-
ation of the Moab uranium mill tailings site and removal of the
tailings to the Crescent Junction site in Utah no later than the
year 2019.

Legacy Management.—The Committee recommendation includes
$35,104,000 for the Office of Legacy Management, the same as the
budget request.

URANIUM ENRICHMENT DECONTAMINATION AND DECOMMISSIONING

Funp
Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceieeiiiieeeiiee e e ere e erre e ereeesareeeanes $556,606,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 573,509,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........coooviuriiieiieeeiiieeeee e 618,759,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccecveeeriieeeiiieeeiree e e eeare e ereeeseaeeas +62,153,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccccoeviiiiiieiieee e +45,250,000

The Uranium Enrichment Decontamination and Decommis-
sioning Fund was established by the Energy Policy Act of 1992
(P.L. 102-486) to carry out environmental remediation at the na-
tion’s three gaseous diffusion plants, at the East Tennessee Tech-
nology Park in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, at Portsmouth, Ohio, and at
Paducah, Kentucky. Title X of the 1992 Act also authorized use of
a portion of the fund to reimburse private licensees for the federal
government’s share of the cost of cleaning up uranium and thorium
processing sites.

The Committee recommends $618,759,000 for activities funded
from the Uranium Enrichment Decontamination and Decommis-
sioning Fund, an increase of $45,250,000 over the budget request.
This amount includes $598,759,000 for decontamination and de-
commissioning activities at the gaseous diffusion plants and
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$20,000,000 for Title X uranium and thorium reimbursements. The
increase of $45,250,000 includes $11,000,000 for Paducah solid
waste and stabilization to address the emerging problems of the
soil and rubble piles; $11,000,000 for Paducah nuclear facility D&D
of the C—410 complex buildings; and $23,250,000 for accelerated
D&D of the K-25 and K-27 process buildings.

SCIENCE
Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceeciieriiiiienie ettt $3,797,294,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 4,397,876,000
Recommended, 2008 .........cc.oooeiuiiiiiiiiieeeiieeece e 4,514,082,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceevieriiieiienieeiie e +716,788,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ...........cooooviiieiiieeeee e +116,206,000

The Science account funds the Department’s work on high energy
physics, nuclear physics, biological and environmental sciences,
basic energy sciences, advanced scientific computing, maintenance
of the laboratories physical infrastructure, fusion energy sciences,
safeguards and security, workforce development for teachers and
scientists, safeguards and security at Office of Science facilities,
and science program direction.

The Committee is generally pleased with the Department’s budg-
et request for the Office of Science in fiscal year 2008. This request
for a 15.8 percent increase is the major incremental increase
planned within the overall 10-year doubling of funding for these ac-
tivities in DOE. A critical element of this increase is the support
it will provide for 3,500 more research personnel, including grad-
uate students. This addresses a major concern for the future of the
United States economy, namely the availability of highly educated
scientists and engineers to support the technical innovations that
drive economic growth.

The fiscal year 2008 request fully funds operating time at most
existing DOE user facilities and equal or increased operating time
at several others. The request supports investments in major new
research facilities such as the International Thermonuclear Experi-
mental Reactor, the Linac Coherent Light Source, and the 12 GeV
upgrade to the Continuous Electron Beam Accelerator Facility,
along with project engineering and design for the National Syn-
chrotron Light Source II. U.S. scientific and technical leadership
also is supported through the availability of advanced scientific
computing facilities, and it is noteworthy that the Leadership Com-
puting Facility at Oak Ridge National Laboratory is projected to
achieve petaflop levels of performance before the end of fiscal year
2008.

The Committee has several areas of concern. First, despite the
large increase in funding, insufficient funds are proposed to fulfill
the various landlord functions of the Office of Science. The consid-
erable backlog of World War II vintage buildings cluttering the
Oak Ridge National Laboratory is an example. Second, growth in
the estimated cost for the International Linear Collider (ILC)
means that the schedule for this major high energy physics facility,
which the United States aspires to host, will be delayed. Implemen-
tation of the Dark Energy Mission without further delay can pro-
vide significant intellectual progress on the question of dark energy
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while further study is done on the ILC. Third, not all user facilities
can be retained as new cutting-edge capabilities come on line, and
some hard choices must be made. Fourth, while total funding for
Fusion Energy Sciences increases significantly, the large increase
to fund the U.S. contribution to the International Thermonuclear
Energy Reactor (ITER) results in an increase to the domestic fusion
research program that is only slightly above the rate of inflation
and far smaller than the percentage increases for most other re-
search areas. The Committee recommends some shifts in funding
and priority from those proposed by the Administration to address
these concerns.

The Committee is disturbed by the lack of energy research and
development coordination across the Office of Science, the applied
energy programs—Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, Nu-
clear Energy, Fossil Energy, and Electricity Delivery and Energy
Reliability—and the extensive funding through Laboratory Directed
Research and Development (LDRD). The Department is directed to
establish effective coordination mechanisms across these research
efforts. The Committee recommends that LDRD emphasize ad-
vanced energy technologies.

The Committee recommendation is $4,514,082,000, an increase of
$116,206,000 from the budget request and $716,788,000 over the
fiscal year 2007 enacted level. The Committee disapproves of the
transfer of certain security functions to the Office of Science from
the Office of Security as proposed by the Department, and this re-
moves funding for these functions from the Science budget. Fund-
ing for these functions is provided under Other Defense Activities.

HIGH ENERGY PHYSICS

The Committee recommends a total of $782,238,000 for high en-
ergy physics, the same as the budget request. The Committee sup-
ports the requested increase in research and development activi-
ties, from $30,000,000 to $60,000,000, to prepare for the Inter-
national Linear Collider (ILC), including detailed studies of pos-
sible U.S. sites for the ILC.

Over the past few years, the Committee has consistently sup-
ported the DOE/NASA Joint Dark Energy Mission (JDEM), a space
probe to help answer the fundamental physics question of our time
on the nature of the “dark energy” that constitutes the majority of
the universe. Answering this question is among the top priorities
of the physics community and of the Office of Science, and the
Committee strongly believes that this initiative should move for-
ward. DOE has done its part, developing the SuperNova Accelera-
tion Probe (SNAP) as the DOE mission concept for JDEM. Unfortu-
nately, NASA has failed to budget and program for launch services
for JDEM. Furthering this delay, the Administration has set up a
panel to decide which scientific mission should go first in NASA’s
queue of after Einstein space science missions.

The situation with regard to JDEM raises critical science policy
questions. Are scientific activities supported in the United States
according the missions and interests of different agencies or accord-
ing to the technology involved? DOE support for JDEM is predi-
cated on the science priorities of High Energy Physics. The Admin-
istration’s insistence that this mission be held hostage to NASA’s
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mission agenda sends the clear signal that space science is the pur-
view of NASA regardless of the scientific questions to be addressed.
If space science is the special preserve of NASA within the U.S.
Government, then all funding for such missions should be provided
by NASA and the Dark Energy Mission should proceed on that
basis with NASA providing the funding for all work at DOE na-
tional laboratories selected by NASA for participation.

The Committee notes that NASA funds ground-based telescopes
and that NSF funds a particle accelerator. Therefore, use of space
technology by DOE to accomplish a mission that is a priority for
its high energy physics program should proceed regardless of its
priority to another agency. The Committee directs the Department
to select, using competitive procedures, a mission science team and
approach as soon as possible and proceed with a dark energy mis-
sion with a launch in fiscal year 2013. As part of this, the Com-
mittee directs DOE to explore other launch options, including coop-
erative international approaches and the procurement of private
launch services, to get the Dark Energy Mission into space. DOE
is to proceed with its project implementation in compliance with
Project Management Order 413.3. Additional funding in fiscal year
2008 for proceeding with the Dark Energy Mission should be no
more than $20,000,000 above the $3,500,000 requested for work by
the SNAP team and should be taken from other lower-priority
areas within High Energy Physics.

The control level is at the High Energy Physics level.

NUCLEAR PHYSICS

The Committee recommendation for nuclear physics is
$471,319,000, the same as the budget request. The requested fund-
ing will support operations of the Thomas Jefferson National Accel-
erator Facility and the Relativistic Heavy Ion Collider. The re-
quested funding will continue construction of the Electron Beam
Ion Source at Brookhaven National Laboratory (project 07—SC-02)
and the PED for the 12 GeV upgrade to the Continuous Electron
Beam Accelerator Facility at the Thomas Jefferson National Accel-
erator Facility (project 06—-SC-01).

The nuclear physics community has proposed a shift in its prior-
ities for future facilities to provide rare isotope beams. Specifically,
the fiscal year 2008 request includes $4,000,000 for research and
development activities aimed at development of rare isotope beam
capabilities. The Rare Isotope Beams (RIB) will involve modifica-
tions to existing accelerators rather than the construction of a new
Rare Isotope Accelerator (RIA). This approach is projected to
achieve much of the science planned for RIA but at significantly re-
duced cost. The Committee commends the nuclear physics research
community for its constructive approach.

BIOLOGICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH

The Committee notes that this area of the Office of Science en-
compasses two distinct research efforts: using biology to address
energy production and environmental remediation and a combina-
tion of climate and ecosystem modeling, field research, and radi-
ation monitoring as part of the Climate Change Research Program.
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Funding is provided in separate subaccounts for these two efforts
and this practice should be used in future fiscal years.

BIOLOGICAL RESEARCH

The Committee recommendation for Biological Research is
$423,773,000, an increase of $30,000,000 above the budget request.
The increase is provided for the Life Sciences component of Biologi-
cal Research and is to be used to expand research efforts to develop
new strategies for biofuels and sequestration of carbon, both impor-
tant in addressing climate change. All of the added funds must be
awarded competitively in solicitations that include all sources—uni-
versities, the private sector, and government laboratories—on an
equal basis.

The Committee applauds the use of genomics to address multiple
areas associated with energy production including hydrogen and
ethanol. The competitive selection of the Genomes to Life Bio-
energy Research Centers is a major progressive step, and the Com-
mittee hopes that the Department will not confine its research in
this area to just a few major centers but will complement these
centers with an extensive program of competitive research grants
to university, government laboratory and for-profit and not-for-prof-
it private sector researchers.

CLIMATE CHANGE RESEARCH

The Committee recommendation for Climate Change Research is
$158,124,000, an increase of $20,000,000 above the budget request.
The increase is provided for enhanced climate modeling to take ad-
vantage of the advanced computing resources of the Department.
The Committee is providing this increase to accelerate progress to-
ward horizontal spatial resolutions of 10 kilometers. When this
finer resolution is achieved, models should resolve local phenomena
that punctuate the climate, such as severe storms with their in-
tense precipitation and ability to transform the local landscape.

The Climate Change Research Program at DOE is a collection of
small efforts within the overall, multi-agency effort to understand
and better predict climate change. This approach may prove ineffi-
cient in terms of research management and coordination and will
be successful only if the extensive coordination of the Climate
Change Research Program across multiple agencies, which has
been a hallmark of this effort since its inception in the late 1980s,
is continued. Long-term, ground-based monitoring of the environ-
ment is generally the province of the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration (NOAA), while the long term ecological re-
search sites are supported through the National Science Founda-
tion (NSF). Climate modeling at DOE benefits from the Depart-
ment’s preeminence in scientific computing, but climate modeling
is also done by groups sponsored by NSF, NOAA, and NASA. The
Committee is concerned that with the static budget for Climate
Change Research and the true intellectual excitement of the other
research areas in the Office of Science, climate change research is
not a priority nor a unique expertise of the Department. Given the
need for detailed understanding and predictions at local and re-
gional scales to guide responses to climate change, it is time for the
Department to make this area a priority.
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BASIC ENERGY SCIENCES

The Committee recommendation for basic energy sciences is
$1,498,497,000, the same as the budget request and an increase of
$248,247,000 over the current fiscal year. For purposes of re-
programming during fiscal year 2008, the Department may allocate
funding among all operating accounts within Basic Energy
Sciences, consistent with the reprogramming guidelines outlined
earlier in this report.

Research.—The Committee recommendation includes
$1,093,219,000 for materials sciences and engineering, and
$283,956,000 for chemical sciences, geosciences, and energy bio-
sciences. The Committee recommendation funds operations of the
five Nanoscale Science Research Centers, operations of the Ad-
vanced Light Source, the Advanced Photon Source, the National
Synchrotron Light Source, the Stanford Synchrotron Radiation
Laboratory, the Intense Pulsed Neutron Source, and the Manuel
Lujan, Jr. Neutron Scattering Center at their full optimal numbers
of hours, additional instrumentation for the recently-completed
Spallation Neutron Source (SNS), and the science research portion
($59,500,000) of the hydrogen initiative at the requested levels.
Given the long-term nature of hydrogen as an energy transfer me-
dium, with timescales for deployment similar to those for fusion en-
ergy, funding for hydrogen research in the Office of Science is par-
ticularly appropriate. The Committee previously directed the Na-
tional Nuclear Security Administration to make available, from ex-
isting stocks, sufficient heavy water to meet SNS needs, and the
Committee renews this direction for fiscal year 2008. Also included
within this account is $8,240,000 for the Experimental Program to
Stimulate Competitive Research (EPSCoR), the same as the budget
request.

Given the dismal operating record of the High Flux Isotope Reac-
tor (HFIR) in fiscal year 2006 with 89.5% unscheduled downtime
and the lack of major research accomplishments from its operation,
the Committee will be watching to see that the steps taken by DOE
to put HFIR back on track are successful.

Construction.—The  Committee = recommendation includes
$121,322,000 for Basic Energy Sciences construction projects, the
same as the requested amount. The Committee recommendation
provides the requested funding of: $51,356,000 to continue con-
struction of the Linac Coherent Light Source (05-R—-320) at the
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center; $366,000 to complete construc-
tion of the Center for Functional Nanomaterials (05-R-321) at
Brookhaven National Laboratory; $45,000,000 for continued project
engineering and design of the National Synchrotron Light Source
II (07-SC—-06) at Brookhaven National Laboratory; $17,200,000 for
construction of the Advanced Light Source User Support Building
(08-SC-01) at Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory; $950,000
for PED of the Photon Ultrafast Laser Science (08—SC-10) and En-
gineering Building Renovation at the Stanford Linear Accelerator
Center; and $6,450,000 to begin renovation of the Photon Ultrafast
Laser Science and Engineering Building Renovation (08-SC-11) at
the Stanford Linear Accelerator Center.
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Given the extremely poor record of the Department in correctly
estimating and controlling costs for major projects, particularly
construction, the Committee compliments the Office of Science for
completing the Spallation Neutron Source almost on schedule and
almost on budget.

ADVANCED SCIENTIFIC COMPUTING RESEARCH

The Committee recommendation is $340,198,000, the same as
the budget request and an increase of $56,783,000 over the current
fiscal year. The Committee commends the Office of Science and the
Office of Advanced Scientific Computing Research for their efforts
to provide cutting-edge capabilities to meet current scientific com-
putational needs, and at the same time to extend the boundaries
of that cutting edge into the next generation of high-performance
scientific computers and supporting software. Perhaps no other
area of research at the Department is so critical to sustaining U.S.
leadership in science and technology, revolutionizing the way
science is done, and improving research productivity.

FUSION ENERGY SCIENCES

The Committee recommendation for fusion energy sciences is
$427,850,000, the same as the budget request, and $108,900,000
above the previous year reflecting the $100,000,000 growth in the
budget for the International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor
(ITER).

The Committee does not support funding for a new program in
High Energy Density Physics and provides no funds for this re-
search area. The Committee directs that the $12,281,000 requested
for High Energy Density Physics be used to increase funding for
the following: $7,500,000 for facility operations at the three U.S.
user facilities—the DIII-D, Alcator C-Mod, and National Spherical
Torus Experiment, $1,500,000 for Theory, $1,500,000 for materials
research within Enabling R&D, and $1,781,000 for Alternative
Concept Experimental Research.

The Committee notes that major growth in support for ITER,
with an additional increase in this support of $54,500,000 planned
for fiscal year 2009, is affecting the overall funding picture for Fu-
sion Energy Sciences and for the Office of Science as a whole.
When direct funding for ITER is excluded, Fusion Energy Sciences
increases by just 3.8 percent and the increase requested for the Of-
fice of Science, while still large, is 13.4 percent rather than 15.8
percent. If delays in ITER associated with international coopera-
tion reduce the amount that can be spent on ITER in fiscal year
2008, the Committee directs the Office of Fusion Energy Sciences
to invest the funds made available in Theory, materials research
within Enabling R&D, Alternative Concept Experimental Research
and operating time at the three U.S. user facilities rather than re-
taining the money for ITER and carrying it over to future fiscal
years.

SCIENCE LABORATORIES INFRASTRUCTURE

The Committee recommendation provides a total of $151,806,000
for Science Laboratories Infrastructure, $72,850,000 above the
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budget request. The Committee supports the $6,145,000 for the
continued demolition of the Bevatron at Lawrence Berkeley Na-
tional Laboratory. The $35,000,000 requested for the Physical
Sciences Facility at the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
(project 07—SC—05) is increased to $100,000,000 and should be used
for all needed buildings, including those proposed for third party
development. None of these funds should be held in reserve so that
the pending cleanup and closure of all but three critical facilities
of the 300 Area at the Hanford site can proceed without further
delay. Within available funds, the Committee directs the Depart-
ment to continue to make Payments In Lieu of Taxes associated
with Argonne National Laboratory and Brookhaven National Lab-
oratory at the requested level of $1,520,000. Given the
$325,000,000 backlog of science facilities currently in need of demo-
lition or cleanup for reuse, reduction in funding for Excess Facili-
ties Disposition is unwise. Accordingly, $16,678,000 is provided for
Excess Facilities Disposition, an increase of $7,850,000 above the
request.

The Committee is aware of significant legacy radioactive con-
tamination at Argonne National Laboratory, and directs the De-
partment to prepare an inventory of such contamination, including
a determination of the parent programs responsible for such con-
tamination, so that the Committee can apportion remediation costs
fairly. This inventory is due to the Committee not later than No-
vember 30, 2007.

SAFEGUARDS AND SECURITY

The Committee recommends $76,592,000, the same as the budget
request, to meet safeguards and security requirements at Office of
Science facilities.

SCIENCE WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT

The Committee provides $11,000,000 for workforce development
for teachers and scientists in fiscal year 2008, the same as the re-
quested amount. The Committee concurs with the proposed expan-
sion of the laboratory science teacher professional development pro-
gram. It is desirable that science teachers at the secondary level
be enabled to be scientists who teach at the precollegiate level
rather than teachers who happen to teach science. Teachers should
be encouraged to involve their students in doing science rather
than just reading about and reproducing well-established prin-
ciples.

SCIENCE PROGRAM DIRECTION

The Committee recommendation is $178,290,000 for Science pro-
gram direction, $6,644,000 below the budget request. This amount
includes: $104,193,000 for program direction at DOE field offices
and $74,097,000 for program direction at DOE headquarters. Fund-
ing for certain security functions proposed to be transferred to the
Office of Science is removed from this budget and provided in the
budget for the Office of Security in Other Defense Activities. The
control level for fiscal year 2008 is at the program account level of
Science Program Direction.
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FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

The Committee recommendation includes an offset of $5,605,000
for the safeguards and security charge for reimbursable work, as
proposed in the budget request.

NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

Appropriation, 2007 $99,206,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 202,454,000
Recommended, 2008 202,454,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccecveeeriiieeeiiiieeerree e e eareeereeeeereens +103,248,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccccoeviiiiieiieee e R

The Department of Energy requested a total of $494,500,000 for
work on the Yucca Mountain nuclear waste repository in fiscal year
2008, $202,454,000 for Nuclear Waste Disposal and $292,046,000
for Defense Nuclear Waste Disposal. According to the Department’s
testimony to the Committee, it will submit a License Application
to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in June 2008, and the fund-
ing requested is required to support that effort. The requested
funds will be used for preparation of the License Application and
activities to keep the site safe and secure.

In testimony before the Committee, the Department indicated
that the best achievable schedule for opening the Yucca Mountain
repository would be 2017. This schedule assumes that the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission would complete its review and grant a con-
struction license to DOE in 36 months. It also assumes no delay
in the opening due to litigation. The Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion review may require 48 months and there could be significant
delays due to litigation once a license is granted. Fines and other
payments due to the failure of the U.S. Government to take cus-
tody and remove spent nuclear fuel from commercial reactor sites
will continue for more than two decades following the opening of
the repository, as there will be a considerable backlog of waste to
be emplaced. The government’s liability for failure to remove spent
nuclear fuel from reactor sites will grow to $7 billion and delays
in opening Yucca Mountain will increase this total liability by ap-
proximately $500 million for each year of delay.

Onsite storage of spent nuclear fuel at operating commercial re-
actor sites is a manageable risk. A recent study by the American
Physical Society concludes that moving spent fuel to an alternative
interim storage site and then to Yucca Mountain does not make
sense given the costs of moving the spent fuel twice and the fact
that operating reactors will always have an inventory of spent fuel
to be guarded and managed. The same conclusion does not hold
true for spent fuel in storage at the nine decommissioned reactor
sites as removal of the fuel from these sites would allow them to
be completely closed. While the requirement that DOE take cus-
tody of spent fuel is a matter of law, testimony to the Committee
last year pointed out that failure to take custody of the fuel under-
mines public confidence in the overall policy on spent fuel from
commercial nuclear reactors. The Committee directs the Depart-
ment to develop a plan to take custody of spent fuel currently
stored at decommissioned reactor sites to both reduce costs that are
ultimately borne by the taxpayer and demonstrate that DOE can
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move forward in the near-term with at least some element of nu-
clear waste policy. The Department should consider consolidation
of the spent fuel from decommissioned reactors either at an exist-
ing DOE site, at one or more existing operating reactor sites, or at
a competitively-selected interim storage site. The Department
should engage the 11 sites that volunteered to host GNEP facilities
as part of this competitive process.

In March 2007, the Department submitted a legislative proposal
to Congress intended to enhance the management and disposal of
spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste. Two of the pro-
posed legislative provisions would address the waste confidence
problem: the Administration proposes to repeal the statutory
70,000 metric ton capacity limit on Yucca Mountain, and also pro-
poses to direct the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to deem that
the timely availability of sufficient repository capacity shall no
longer be a consideration in licensing new reactors. While the Com-
mittee supports the effort to remove the arbitrary legislative limit
on the capacity of Yucca Mountain, the Committee strongly opposes
any attempt to legislate away the waste confidence problem.

For Nuclear Waste Disposal in fiscal year 2008, the Committee
provides $202,454,000, same as the budget request. The Committee
also fully funds the request of $292,046,000 for Defense Nuclear
Waste Disposal, providing a total of $494,500,000 for the nuclear
waste repository in fiscal year 2008.

ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH
(NON-DEFENSE)

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccciiieiiieeeiiee et e e srr e e anes $27,841,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiieeee e ———
Recommended, 2008 31,625,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceeieeeeiieeeirieeeeee e ereeeeeaeeas +3,784,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ..........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiee e +31,625,000

The Committee recommendation for non-defense environment,
safety, and health activities is $31,625,000, an increase of
$31,625,000 over the budget request. Within the funds provided,
the Committee directs $465,000 for the medical monitoring pro-
gram at the three gaseous diffusion plants in Paducah, Kentucky,
Portsmouth, Ohio, and Oak Ridge, Tennessee.

Reorganization of the Environment, Safety and Health Office.—In
August 2006, the Department chose to abolish the existing Envi-
ronment, Safety and Health (EH) organization and assign its func-
tions to a number of other DOE offices, with primary responsibility
resting with a new Office of Health, Safety and Security. While the
Committee has no objective information to show that the new ar-
rangement is performing better or worse than the previous EH or-
ganization, the Committee recognizes the authority of the Sec-
retary to reorganize the Department in order to improve perform-
ance and accountability. However, the Committee reserves its own
authority to determine the appropriations the Department receives
for given activities in a fiscal year. In the case of the EH organiza-
tion, which clearly involved moving funds from one organization to
another in a manner inconsistent with the budget request or with
the final appropriation, the Department refused to submit a re-
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programming request to the House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations.

There were two consequences to this decision by the Department.
First, in the year-long Continuing Resolution for fiscal year 2007
(P.L. 110-5), Congress eliminated the long-standing transfer au-
thority that the Department used to execute the EH reorganiza-
tion. Second, the Committee for fiscal year 2008 provides funding
for the EH-related functions to the original pre-reorganization of-
fices within DOE. The Committee does not fund the new Office of
Health, Safety and Security as proposed by the Department in the
budget request.

Reprogramming requirement.—Per Committee reprogramming
guidance and Department of Energy reprogramming guidelines, a
reprogramming request submitted to the Committee for consider-
ation is required to implement any reorganization proposal which
includes moving previous appropriations between appropriation ac-
counts. The Committee will not recognize any Departmental shift
of previous appropriations for the Office of Environment, Safety
and Health until a reprogramming request is submitted by the De-
partment to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations.

Government Accountability Office (GAO) Report.—The Committee
directs the GAO to prepare a report on the programmatic impacts
of the proposed dissolution of the Environment, Safety and Health
organization and the reorganization of the Office of Security at the
Department. A preliminary report is due to the Committee on Au-
gust 31, 2007.

INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGY LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM

The budget request proposes language limiting the aggregate
loan amount to $9,000,000,000 for loans to be made in fiscal year
2008 under the authority of Title XVII of the Energy Policy Act of
2005. The Committee provides a fiscal year 2008 loan volume limi-
tation of $7,000,000,000 to guarantee $2,000,000,000 in loans for
carbon sequestration optimized coal power plants, $4,000,000,000
in loans for projects that promote biofuels and clean transportation
fuels, and $1,000,000,000 in loans for projects using new tech-
nologies for electric transmission facilities or renewable power gen-
eration systems.

The budget request proposes $8,390,000 in administrative ex-
penses for the loan guarantee office; the Committee provides
$2,390,000 for administrative expenses for the loan guarantee of-
fice, $6,000,000 below the request, in the Departmental Adminis-
tration account. Initial funds were provided for the Office of Loan
Guarantees in the fiscal year 2007 Joint Resolution after the budg-
et request was formulated, and the Committee believes there are
ample resources available to fund this office with the amount pro-
vided. Language has been provided to enable the Departmental Ad-
ministration account to credit loan guarantee fees as offsetting col-
lections.
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DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

GROSS APPROPRIATION

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccveiieiiieeeiiee et re e e rre e anes $276,832,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ... 310,366,000
Recommended, 2008 .......... 304,782,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ... . +27,950,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ...... —5,584,000

REVENUES

Appropriation, 2007 .... —123,000,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . —161,818,000
Recommended, 2008 ....... . —161,818,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ... — 38,818,000

Budget estimate, 2008

NET APPROPRIATION

Appropriation, 2007 ........ 153,832,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 148,548,000

Recommended, 2008 ... 142,964,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccoevieiiiiiiienieee e —10,868,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ..........ccoooiiiiiriiiiiiee e —5,584,000

The Committee recommendation for Departmental Administra-
tion is $304,782,000, a decrease of $5,584,000 below the budget re-
quest. The recommendation for revenues is $161,818,000, con-
sistent with the budget request, resulting in a net appropriation of
$142,964,000. The Congressional Budget Office concurs with this
estimate for revenues in fiscal year 2008. Funding recommended
for Departmental Administration provides for general management
and program support functions benefiting all elements of the De-
partment of Energy, including the National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration. The account funds a wide array of headquarters ac-
tivities not directly associated with the execution of specific pro-
grams.

Communications with Congress—The Committee is aware of sev-
eral instances in which the Department has attempted to suppress
communication from its field personnel, both federal employees and
contractors, to the committee. In one instance, laboratory personnel
were threatened for responding to a direct inquiry from the Com-
mittee. The Committee will not tolerate any attempts by head-
quarters to intimidate field personnel answering legitimate Con-
gressional questions. The Committee reserves the right to commu-
nicate with whoever can provide timely, accurate, and candid infor-
mation on conditions and problems in the field.

DOE pension and medical benefits.—The Committee provides no
funding for implementing a revised contract reimbursement policy
concerning pension and medical benefits. The proposed revised De-
partment of Energy Order N351.1 would prohibit contractors from
providing traditional defined benefit pensions to future employees.
To date, the Department has not provided adequate justification for
such a sweeping and ill-defined change of existing policy. For in-
stance, the Department’s cost calculation for existing defined ben-
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efit plans reflects only a limited snapshot in time, and fails to con-
sider either the long-term historical costs of these plans, or future
costs reasonably projected under the Pension Protection Act of
2006. The Committee notes that the three DOE contracts with dis-
proportionate retiree benefits far outpacing the Federal DOE work-
force are the three nuclear weapons design laboratories—Sandia
National Laboratory, Los Alamos National Laboratory, and Law-
rence Livermore National Laboratory. The Department is directed
to assess reducing the government’s liabilities and normalizing the
pension benefits across the DOE complex by reducing the dis-
proportionately generous pension plans at the NNSA national lab-
oratories. The Committee recommendation includes a request for
the Government Accountability Office (GAO) report assessing the
adequacy of the Department’s analysis of pension and medical li-
abilities. The Committee requests a preliminary report by October
1, 2007 and a final report due by December 31, 2007.

Management.—The Committee provides $60,725,000 for the Man-
agement account, a reduction of $3,214,000 below the budget re-
quest. The Committee provides an increase of $2,000,000 for the
Office of Management to contract with the National Academy of
Public Administration (NAPA). The Committee directs the Depart-
ment to work with the NAPA on an organizational review of the
offices of Procurement, Human Resources, and the Chief Financial
Officer. The NAPA identified these three organizations as choke
points for successful work flow during its review of the Environ-
mental Management organization, and the Committee has heard
this observation from DOE offices as well. As such, the Department
can benefit much from a periodic review of its critical management
support functions. The Committee also provides a reduction of
$5,214,000 for Environmental, Safety and Health and Security Per-
formance funds that are provided in the ES&H account and the Of-
fice of Security and Performance Assurance in fiscal year 2008.

Loan Guarantee Office.—The Committee provides an increase of
$2,390,000 over the budget request for the loan guarantee office
within the Departmental Administration (DA) account. This office
was proposed in the budget request as a separate account outside
the DA structure funded at $8,390,000. The Committee provides
funding for this activity at a level $6,000,000 below the request be-
cause initial funds were provided in the fiscal year 2007 Joint Res-
olution, after the budget request was formulated, and provides
these funds within the Departmental Administration account, con-
sistent with the Joint Resolution. Language has been provided to
enable this account to credit loan guarantee fees as offsetting col-
lections.

General Counsel.—The Committee provides $27,086,000 for the
General Counsel, a decrease of $2,990,000 below the budget re-
quest, reflecting a reduction of $3,990,000 for the transfer of funds
to the Environmental Health and Safety account. Of the funds
made available for the Office of the General Counsel, the Com-
mittee provides an increase of $1,000,000 to support additional at-
torney assistance for energy-efficiency related matters. The Com-
mittee leaves the decision to the Department on whether this addi-
tional legal support should be provided by procuring services from
contractor attorneys or by hiring additional Federal employees.
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However, the additional support should be obtained as soon as pos-
sible. The Committee is aware that the Department is years behind
schedule in promulgating energy conservation standards for con-
sumer appliances and industrial equipment, and in establishing ap-
propriate test procedures. The Committee believes that these addi-
tional resources will assist the Department in catching up on any
overdue activities and, therefore, intends that the additional re-
sources provided would be used for attorneys to support that work.

The Committee provides no funds for the Competitive Sourcing
Initiative (A—76), a reduction of $1,770,000 below the request. The
Committee does not support the activities of this office.

The Committee renews the direction provided in the fiscal year
2006 conference report regarding the primary liaison with the
House Appropriations Committee being the Department’s chief fi-
nancial officer rather than the Office of Congressional and Inter-
governmental Affairs.

The Committee commends the work of the Department in the
Clean Energy Technology Export (CETE) program.

Transfer from Other Defense Activities.—For fiscal year 2008, the
Department requested $99,000,000 as the defense contribution to
the Departmental Administration account. The Committee provides
the requested amount and expects the Department to continue to
request a proportional defense contribution to Departmental Ad-
ministration in future fiscal years.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Appropriation, 2007 .. $41,819,000
Budget estimate, 200 . 47,732,000
Recommended, 2008 ............coooviiiiiiiieeeiieeeee e 47,732,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 .......cccceecvieerriieeniiiieeniee e eeeesreeesereees +5,913,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccccoeiiiiiiiiiiiee e -———

The Office of Inspector General performs agency-wide audit, in-
spection, and investigative functions to identify and correct man-
agement and administrative deficiencies that create conditions for
existing or potential instances of fraud, waste and mismanagement.
The audit function provides financial and performance audits of
programs and operations. The inspections function provides inde-
pendent inspections and analyses of the effectiveness, efficiency,
and economy of programs and operations. The investigative func-
tion provides for the detection and investigation of improper and il-
legal activities involving programs, personnel, and operations.

The Committee recommendation is $47,732,000, the same as the
budget request.

AtoMICc ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

The Atomic Energy Defense Activities programs of the Depart-
ment of Energy in the National Nuclear Security Administration
(NNSA) consists of Weapons Activities, Defense Nuclear Non-
proliferation, Naval Reactors, and the Office of the Administrator;
outside of the NNSA, these include Defense Environmental Man-
agement; Other Defense Activities; and Defense Nuclear Waste
Disposal. Descriptions of each of these accounts are provided below.
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NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION

The Department of Energy is responsible for enhancing U.S. na-
tional security through the military application of nuclear tech-
nology and reducing the global danger from the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction. The National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration (NNSA), a semi-autonomous agency within the De-
partment, carries out these responsibilities. Established in March
2000 pursuant to Title 32 of the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2000 (Public Law 106-65), the NNSA is respon-
sible for the management and operation of the Nation’s nuclear
weapons complex, naval reactors, and nuclear nonproliferation ac-
tivities. Three offices within the NNSA carry out the Department’s
national security mission: the Office of Defense Programs, the Of-
fice of Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation, and the Office of Naval
Reactors. The Office of the NNSA Administrator oversees all NNSA
programs.

The Committee provides $8,786,881,000 for the NNSA, a reduc-
tion of $599,952,000 below the budget request and a reduction of
$294,132,000 below the current year level.

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccccvieiieiiieriieeie et $6,275,583,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ......................... 6,511,312,000
Recommended, 2008 ..........c...ceeeennnnns 5,879,137,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ...........cccu..... —396,446,000
Budget estimate, 2008 —-632,175,000

The goal of the Weapons Activities program is to ensure the safe-
ty, security, reliability and performance of the Nation’s nuclear
weapons stockpile. The program seeks to maintain and refurbish
nuclear weapons to sustain confidence in their safety and reli-
ability under the nuclear testing moratorium and arms reduction
treaties. The Committee’s recommendation provides
$5,879,137,000, for Weapons Activities, a reduction of $632,175,000
below the budget request and a reduction of $396,446,000 below
the current year level.

U.S. Strategic Nuclear Weapons Strategy for the 21st century and
the Future Nuclear Weapons stockpile.—The Department of Energy
(DOE) and the Department of Defense (DoD) are proposing to de-
velop a new nuclear warhead under the Reliable Replacement War-
head (RRW) program and begin a nuclear weapons complex mod-
ernization proposal called Complex 2030. These multi-billion dollar
initiatives are being proposed in a policy vacuum without any Ad-
ministration statement on the national security environment that
the future nuclear deterrent is designed to address. The Commit-
tee’s concern is supported by statements made by nuclear weapon
experts in recent reports by the Defense Science Board and the
American Association for the Advancement of Science, and in con-
gressional testimony by such credible experts as a former Chair-
man of the Senate Armed Services Committee and a former Sec-
retary of Defense. These review panel and national security experts
all agreed that there has been no clear policy statements that ar-
ticulate the role of nuclear weapons in a post-Cold War and post—
9/11 world. The lack of any definitive analysis or strategic assess-
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ment defining the objectives of a future nuclear stockpile makes it
impossible to weigh the relative merits of investing billions of tax-
payer dollars in new nuclear weapon production activities when the
United States is facing the problem of having too large a stockpile
as a Cold War legacy. Currently, there exists no convincing ration-
ale for maintaining the large number of existing Cold War nuclear
weapons, much less producing additional warheads, or for the DoD
requirements that drive the management of the DOE nuclear
weapons complex.

The Committee believes it is premature to proceed with further
development of the RRW or a significant nuclear complex mod-
ernization plan, until a three-part planning sequence is completed,
including: (1) a comprehensive nuclear defense strategy, based
upon current and projected global threats; (2) clearly defined mili-
tary requirements for the size and composition of the nuclear stock-
pile derived from the comprehensive nuclear defense strategy; and
(3) alignment of these military requirements to the existing and es-
timated future needs and capabilities of NNSA’s weapons complex.
The Committee views completion of this three-part planning se-
quence as a necessary condition before considering additional fund-
ing for Complex 2030 and RRW activities.

Therefore, the Committee directs the Secretary, in consultation
with the Department of Defense and Intelligence Community, to
submit to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations, a
comprehensive nuclear security plan that:

(1.) Includes a comprehensive nuclear defense and non-
proliferation strategy, developed by all relevant stakeholders
across the Administration, defining the future U.S. nuclear de-
terrent requirements and nuclear nonproliferation goals. To
the extent this strategy involves the production and deploy-
ment of new warheads and acceleration of legacy warhead
dismantlements, a statement of how such actions will impact
the state of global security, with respect to the future U.S. nu-
clear deterrent and nonproliferation goals, should be included
in the comprehensive strategy.

(2.) Includes a detailed description, prepared by the Depart-
ment of Defense (DoD) and the Department of Energy (DOE),
that translates the strategy described in (1) above into a spe-
cific nuclear stockpile, that:

a. Aligns estimated global threats to the required char-
acteristics of the U.S. nuclear stockpile in terms of specific
numbers and types of warheads, both active and inactive,
and associated delivery systems.

b. Includes a complete, quantitative status of the current
stockpile warhead inventory by type and delivery system
and anticipated changes to reach the 2012 Moscow Treaty
commitments, including an unclassified summary of the
topline stockpile quantity.

c. Defines, in year by year increments planned changes
in the size and composition of the nuclear stockpile
through fiscal year 2030 required to meet the strategy de-
scribed in (1) above. Identify changes in the stockpile re-
lated to the nuclear force structure based on the strategy
described in (1) above; the impact of accelerated warhead
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retirements and dismantlements based on out year stock-
pile requirements under the Moscow Treaty, as well as, po-
tential reductions associated with the strategy described in
(1) above; the impact of completing planned life extension
milestones to extend the service life of the existing stock-
pile; the impact on the future stockpile employing both ex-
isting warheads and new warheads under the RRW pro-
posal; required life extension program throughput rates;
required production rates for an operationally deployed
RRW replacing an existing system; and associated dis-
mantlement rates. This should include an unclassified
summary of the topline stockpile quantity, per year, up
through 2030.

d. Includes a detailed analysis comparing the risks, costs
and benefits, stockpile size, and relationship to achieving
the nuclear defense and nonproliferation strategic goals of
maintaining the existing stockpile under the Life Exten-
sion Program (LEP) versus transitioning to the reliable re-
placement warhead strategy, by warhead type and delivery
system.

(3.) Includes a comprehensive, long-term expenditure plan,
from fiscal year 2008 through fiscal year 2030, that fully de-
fines the needs and capabilities of the NNSA weapons complex
to support the stated military requirements outlined in (2)
above, including:

a. A comprehensive, fiscal year 2008 complex operating
cost inventory by site and activity as a baseline;

b. A year-by-year resource plan from fiscal year 2008
through fiscal year 2030, subdivided into five-year mile-
stones for dismantlements, stockpile reduction, cost sav-
ings (with respect to the established, fiscal year 2008 base-
line), complex consolidation, life extension programs, war-
head refurbishments, special nuclear material consolida-
tion, physical and cyber security requirements, proposed
RRW production and deployment, and how achievement of
such milestones aligns with long-term complex trans-
formation goals, specifically identifying the cost impacts of
alternative strategies. This should include an unclassified
summary of dismantlement progress, relative to the
topline stockpile quantity for the given year.

c. A detailed description of the potential impacts of sig-
nificant reductions in the overall stockpile in terms of cost
savings, physical security benefits, complex consolidation,
and stockpile reliability, safety, and security.

d. Estimates of staffing requirements corresponding to
achievement of five-year milestones and long-term complex
transformation plans.

e. A detailed cost-benefit analysis comparing the re-
sources required to maintain the existing facilities for the
existing stockpile to new facilities required to support
RRW production and deployment, and a description of how
NNSA will mitigate the potential risks and costs associ-
ated with simultaneously managing both competing objec-
tives in the near term.
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The Committee does not accept the same policy argument put
forward by the nuclear weapons establishment after the Cold War
ended that justified the Science-Based Stockpile Stewardship pro-
gram. With the demise of the Soviet Union, the U.S. halted nuclear
weapons production activities and implemented a moratorium of
underground nuclear testing. In 1995, the Department of Energy
proposed, and Congress supported, investing billions in new science
facilities and super-computing capabilities to maintain the safety,
security, and reliability of the existing stockpile without under-
ground nuclear testing. Only a decade later, and after having spent
billions of dollars, the NNSA is proposing to begin production of a
new nuclear warhead before the country has received any signifi-
cant return on the earlier investments, even though the major
Stockpile Stewardship facilities are not yet completed and fully
operational.

In order to make more informed policy and funding decisions, the
revised nuclear strategy and stockpile plan must address the spe-
cific threats the nuclear stockpile of the future needs to address;
the arms control treaties and agreements that bound our nuclear
weapons activities; the nuclear policies and programs of other na-
tions; and the impact on nonproliferation goals, policies and pro-
grams supported by the United States. Neither the Quadrennial
Defense Reviews nor the Administration’s 2001 Nuclear Posture
Review provided a long term nuclear weapons strategy or the de-
fined total nuclear stockpile requirements for the 21st century. The
Administration’s contention that the Moscow Treaty puts the U.S.
on the path toward the lowest number of nuclear weapons nec-
essary for national security would only be accurate if the Moscow
Treaty addressed the actual status of all the warheads in the U.S.
stockpile and all the above concerns. It does not.

The future of the nuclear weapons complex.—At the Committee’s
direction in fiscal year 2004, the Secretary of Energy tasked the
Secretary of Energy’s Advisory Board (SEAB) to conduct an inde-
pendent assessment of the Department’s future infrastructure re-
quirements for the nuclear weapons complex over the next twenty-
five years. The Committee strongly commended the SEAB’s Task
Force efforts in developing the report on Recommendations for the
Nuclear Weapons Complex of the Future. The SEAB report began
the policy process of debating the future of the nation’s nuclear
weapons program and led the NNSA to propose its competing fu-
ture vision in the spring of 2006, called “Complex 2030”. The Com-
mittee notes that, on October 19, 2006, the NNSA issued in the
Federal Register a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environ-
mental Impact Statement entitled the “Complex 2030 Supplement
to the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Programmatic Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement.” The NOI outlines the alternatives
that the NNSA will consider in transforming the nuclear weapons
complex to meet the future national security requirements.

The Committee has strong reservations concerning the NNSA’s
preferred alternative proposed in the Complex 2030 EIS NOI. De-
spite the Committee’s repeated attempts through the legislative
process to encourage an effective, thoughtful process within the
NNSA to develop a plan for transforming the nuclear weapons com-
plex, the NNSA has rejected that support. Instead of working with
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the Committee to arrive at a realistic plan that has the possibility
of garnering bipartisan political support, the NNSA continues to
pursue a policy of rebuilding and modernizing the entire complex
in situ without any thought given to a sensible strategy for long-
term efficiency and consolidation.

The Complex 2030 plan assumes the immediate support for an
RRW design, development, and production program, while also as-
suming continuation of the Life Extension Program extending the
service life for the legacy systems and the Science-Based Stockpile
Stewardship activities supporting the legacy stockpile. The sched-
ule implicit in the NNSA’s plans requires all the current facilities,
production facilities and processes be sustained for decades. As
pointed out in the AAAS RRW report, this has the effect of divore-
ing the first RRW from complex transformation and proceeds to
build the RRW using the existing legacy weapons complex. The
total redundancy required by the NNSA Complex 2030 plan is the
highest cost option of any possible scenario. The NNSA’s program
will result in maximizing the budget for the nuclear weapons com-
plex with little thought given to efficiency or cost savings. The
Committee rejects any such proposal. The nuclear weapons com-
plex modernization plan needs to focus on the near-term milestones
within five-year schedule windows with the intention of reducing
the number, size, and cost of the NNSA sites and facilities while
also requiring the minimum number of personnel for the mission.
A “Complex 2012” plan might be credible, especially if tied to a
Stockpile 2012 plan; a Complex 2030 plan not tied to any revised
future nuclear stockpile plan is not. If the NNSA continues to ad-
here to a transformation schedule stretched out over 23 years, the
Committee assumes adequate funding can be supported with mar-
ginal appropriations allocated over the same schedule.

Reliable Replacement Warhead (RRW).—Congress initiated the
Reliable Replacement Warhead (RRW) program in the Consolidated
Appropriations Act, 2005 (Public Law 108-447), to focus DOE and
DoD on a program to improve the long-term reliability, longevity,
and certifiability of the existing weapons and their components.
The Committee finds the RRW program the DoD and NNSA have
pursued at the direction of Congress goes far beyond the scope and
purpose of the original congressional language and intent. The
Committee supported the RRW design competition undertaken by
the two weapons design laboratories and notes that its conclusion
satisfies one of the primary objectives of the RRW proposal, that
being to reestablish the design capability of the weapons labora-
tories. That objective has successfully been accomplished. The Com-
mittee is unconvinced that pursuing the RRW design competition
to a production phase is necessary at this time.

Under any realistic future U.S. nuclear defense scenario, the ex-
isting legacy stockpile will continue to provide the nation’s nuclear
deterrent for well over the next two to three decades. The effort by
the NNSA to apply urgency to developing a significant production
capacity for the RRW while lacking any urgency to rationalize an
oversized complex appears to mean simply more costs to the Amer-
ican taxpayer. The Committee notes that maintaining the legacy
stockpile was acceptable to DoD and DOE while the large funding
allocations were flowing for the Science-Based Stockpile Steward-
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ship facilities and programs. Now that the Stockpile Stewardship
facilities are nearing completion and the funding curve is flattening
out, NNSA is raising concerns with the reliability of the existing
stockpile and wants Congress to embark on a new multi-billion,
multi-decade initiative that will ensure an expanding funding
curve. The Committee recognizes it may be a skeptical view of the
budgeting process within the nuclear weapons complex to assume
a direct correlation between newly emergent concerns with the ex-
isting stockpile and the NNSA’s desire to begin building a new
RRW nuclear warhead, but DOE and DoD have not made a compel-
ling national security argument to prove this view wrong.

A particularly troubling issue for the Committee related to the
RRW proposal is the contradictory U.S. policy position of demand-
ing other nations give up their nuclear ambitions while the U.S.
aggressively pursues a program to build new nuclear warheads.
The Administration needs to develop a policy rationale that ex-
plains why the RRW program is not contradictory and does not un-
dermine our international nuclear nonproliferation goals. The Com-
mittee will reconsider the RRW proposal when the requisite nu-
clear strategy, nuclear stockpile and weapons complex trans-
formation plans have been delivered to Congress.

Oversight model for NNSA sites.—The NNSA implemented a new
Federal oversight model called Streamlined Oversight as a pilot
initiative at the Kansas City Plant and the Los Alamos National
Laboratory with the goal of reducing the authority and responsi-
bility of the Federal personnel at the sites because a perception
that the heavy hand of federal oversight was causing “excessive
risk aversion” in achieving programmatic missions. The Committee
notes with interest the NNSA implementation memorandum attrib-
uted the concern over “excessive risk aversion” to observations by
outside groups. The Committee is troubled by the federal senior
management’s decision-process that delegates the management
model for an inherently governmental responsibility such as over-
seeing the contractors running the nuclear weapons complex to a
nongovernmental outside group. An apparent bias for accepting the
complaints from the contractors instead of supporting the federal
employees has resulted in mismanagement at the national labora-
tories and near complete erosion of credibility outside the Depart-
ment that any federal oversight exists across the nuclear weapons
complex. Rather than undermining the federal oversight located at
the complex site offices by accepting the “trust us” model insisted
on by site contractors, the Committee supports a stronger role by
the federal program managers in improving safety and security and
controlling costs and achieving program objectives. The underlying
security and safety performance failures at LANL, coupled with the
NNSA’s failure to include the financial penalty clause for non-
compliance in the new laboratory contract, prove the fallacy of this
“management” strategy.

Cost Analysis and Improvement Group (CAIG).—The Committee
is aware the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) requested
the DoD Cost Analysis and Improvement Group (CAIG) provide
cost analytical support for the Administration by leading an inde-
pendent assessment of the NNSA’s proposed Complex 2030 pro-
posal, competing plans, and an evaluation of the risks and pro-
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jected resource requirements necessary to support these plans. The
Committee anticipates the fiscal year 2009 NNSA budget request
will reflect more rigorous analysis developing the out year cost
data.

Reprogramming authority.—The Committee provides limited re-
programming authority within the Weapons Activities account
without submission of a reprogramming to be approved in advance
by the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations. The re-
programming control levels will be as follows: subprograms within
Directed Stockpile Work; Life Extension Programs, Stockpile Sys-
tems, Warhead Dismantlement, and Stockpile Services. Additional
reprogramming control levels will be as follows: Science Cam-
paigns, Engineering Campaigns, Advanced Simulation and Com-
puting, Pit Manufacturing and Certification, Readiness Campaigns,
and Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities (RTBF). Because
the NNSA has ignored House funding direction in the past, the
Committee provides no reprogramming authority between site allo-
cations for Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities Operations
of Facilities. This should provide the needed flexibility to manage
these programs. In addition, funding of not more than $5,000,000
may be transferred between each of these categories and each con-
struction project with the exception of the RTBF site allocations,
subject to the following limitations: only one transfer may be made
to or from any program or project; the transfer must be necessary
to address a risk to health, safety or the environment; and funds
may not be used for an item for which Congress has specifically de-
nied funds or for a new program or project that has not been au-
thorized by Congress.

The Department must notify Congress within 15 days of the use
of this reprogramming authority. Transfers during the fiscal year
which would result in increases or decreases in excess of
$5,000,000 or which would exceed the limitations outlined in the
previous paragraph require prior notification of and approval by
the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations.

DIRECTED STOCKPILE WORK

The Committee recommendation provides $1,336,594,000 for Di-
rected Stockpile Activities, a reduction of $110,642,000 from the
budget request. Directed Stockpile Work (DSW) includes all activi-
ties that directly support weapons in the nuclear stockpile, includ-
ing maintenance, research, development, engineering, certification
and dismantlement and disposal activities. The DSW account pro-
vides all the direct funding for the Department’s life extension ac-
tivities, which are designed to extend the service life of the existing
nuclear weapons stockpile, by providing new subsystems and com-
{)?nents for each warhead thereby extending the operational service
ife.

Life Extension Programs.—The Committee provides $238,686,000
for the DSW life extension programs, the same as the budget re-
quest.

Stockpile Systems.—The Committee provides $319,345,000 for
the DSW stockpile systems activities, a reduction of $27,372,000
from the budget request. The reduction is applied to the W80 ac-
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tixlrities that have been terminated by the Nuclear Weapons Coun-
cil.

Reliable Replacement Warhead (RRW).—The Committee rec-
ommendation provides no funding for the reliable replacement war-
head (RRW) initiative, a decrease of $88,769,000 from the budget
request. The Committee has noted elsewhere that it is premature
to continue design activities for a new nuclear warhead until a re-
vised U.S. nuclear weapons strategy is developed that describes the
long term nuclear stockpile requirements and demonstrates how a
new nuclear warhead is necessary to address specific U.S. national
security requirements and nuclear nonproliferation commitments.

Warhead Dismantlement.—The Committee recommendation pro-
vides $173,250,000 for the warhead dismantlement program, an in-
crease of $121,000,000 over the budget request. The Committee
provides an additional $30,000,000 to begin dismantlement activi-
ties at the Device Assembly Facility (DAF) at the Nevada Test Site
(NTS). During testimony before the subcommittee, the Secretary of
Energy identified the Pantex Plant as the single most inefficient
element of the current nuclear weapons complex. The Pantex Plant
is the only weapons site presently authorized for warhead dis-
mantlement activities. Based on the Secretary’s judgment, the
Committee is concerned that the workload requirements of stock-
pile evaluation and maintenance and ongoing life extension activi-
ties will preclude any significant warhead dismantlement progress
at the Pantex Plant, particularly with increased stockpile reduc-
tions to be made over the next two decades. The Committee expects
sufficient facility space at the underutilized Device Assembly Facil-
ity at NTS to be retrofit for unique dismantlement operations. The
DAF was originally constructed for warhead operations and has the
security posture to accommodate temporary warhead staging for
the purposes of dismantlement. The Committee commends the
NNSA for finally implementing a robust warhead dismantlement
program as directed by the Committee for the past four years with
significant funding increases over the Administration’s request as
part of a concerted effort to relieve the weapons complex of excess
Cold War era warheads. However, the Department must view dis-
mantlement as a priority in and of itself, rather than as a workload
leveling function to fill-in for down times in the life extension work-
load at Pantex.

Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility.—The Committee rec-
ommendation transfers the Department’s activity to construct a Pit
Disassembly and Conversion Facility (PDCF) to the Office of De-
fense programs from the Office of Nuclear Nonproliferation and di-
rects the Department to begin the siting process for constructing
the facility at the Pantex Plant in Amarillo, Texas. The Committee
provides $91,000,000 to continue the facility design activity, the
same as the budget request. The Committee recognizes that pit dis-
assembly is the last step in the warhead dismantlement process
and the Pantex plant is the only site within the NNSA complex
currently authorized to conduct dismantlement operations on a nu-
clear warhead. Co-locating the Pit Disassembly facility with the pit
storage facilities at the Pantex Plant provides an obvious security
improvement and program efficiency element to the PDCF pro-
posal. The Committee finds the Department initial decision to site
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the Pit Disassembly facility at the Savannah River Site (SRS) not
appropriate in light of the post 9/11 security environment. The
Committee finds the security vulnerabilities inherent in trans-
porting intact nuclear weapon pits from the storage location at the
Pantex Plant to a disassembly operation 1,200 miles across the
country too significant and costly to justify constructing the facility
at SRS. The Committee also recognizes the sensitivity of the State
of South Carolina concerning the shipment of plutonium from out
of state to the Savannah River Site and assumes this pro-
grammatic change will address the State’s concerns by delaying the
shipment of any plutonium to South Carolina until the material is
in oxide form for fuel fabrication minimizing any storage require-
ment at SRS. The Committee notes the PDCF is in a very early
design phase and the transfer should not be significantly disruptive
to the planning process.

Stockpile services.—The Committee recommendation provides
$605,313,000 for the DSW stockpile services activities, a decrease
of $115,501,000 from the request. The Committee provides no addi-
tional funding in fiscal year 2008 for the responsive infrastructure
activities until an in-depth, schedule-driven, fully costed trans-
formation plan for the weapons complex is developed by the NNSA.
The Committee’s reductions in Stockpile Services are targeted to
maintain approximate current year funding levels pending the de-
velopment of rigorous out-year planning documents as noted else-
where in the report.

CAMPAIGNS

Campaigns are focused on efforts involving the three weapons
laboratories, the Nevada test site, the weapons production plants,
and selected external organizations to address critical capabilities
needed to achieve program objectives.

The Committee recommendation provides $1,725,236,000, a de-
crease of $140,984,000 from the budget request.

From within funds provided for the various campaigns, the Com-
mittee supports the budget request for the university research pro-
gram in robotics (URPR) for the development of advanced robotic
technologies for strategic national applications.

Science campaigns.—The Committee provides $201,534,000 for
the science campaigns, a reduction of $71,541,000 from the budget
request.

The Committee recommendation provides $40,000,000 for the

rimary assessment technologies subprogram, a reduction of
§23,527 ,000 from the budget request. The Committee recommenda-
tion provides $65,000,000 for the dynamic materials properties sub-
program, a reduction of $33,014,000 from the budget request. The
Committee recommendation includes $20,995,000 for the advanced
radiography activities, a reduction of $10,000,000 from the budget
request. The Committee reductions reflect a funding redirection
away from premature funding of Complex 2030 and RRW activi-
ties. The Committee is disappointed with the delay in achieving
full capability for the second axis of the Dual-Axis Radiographic
Hydrotest facility (DARHT). The secondary assessment tech-
nologies subprogram recommendation is $55,539,000, a reduction of
$25,000,000 from the budget request. The Committee does not sup-
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port the Administration’s budget request for significant funding in-
creases for the Z machine at Sandia National Laboratory and the
LANSCE center at Los Alamos National Laboratory.

Test readiness.—The Committee supports the 24-month test
readiness posture at the Nevada Test Site and provides an addi-
tional $20,000,000 to restore the funding in the Administration’s
budget request which terminated the activity. The Committee is
baffled by the Administration’s decision to eliminate funding for
nuclear test readiness after four budget cycles of insisting that
shortening to an 18-month test readiness posture was required for
national security reasons. Congress provided an additional $50 mil-
lion in additional budget authority to restore the test readiness ca-
pabilities and achieve a readiness posture of 24-months rather than
the more provocative 18-month posture. In the fiscal year 2008
budget request, the NNSA proposes what the Committee believes
to be a wasteful investment by allowing the restored test readiness
activities to be degraded. The Committee views such inconsistent
program, planning and budgeting as a significant credibility issue
with the NNSA decision-making process.

Engineering campaigns.—The Committee provides $152,749,000
for the engineering campaigns, the same as the budget request.

Construction projects.—The Committee recommends $11,198,000,
the same as the budget request, for Project 01-D-108, Micro-
systems and engineering science applications (MESA), SNL, New
Mexico.

Inertial Confinement Fusion (ICF) Ignition and High Yield.—The
Committee recommends $524,046,000 for the inertial confinement
fusion and yield program, an increase of $111,787,000 over the
budget request. The Committee is disappointed the NNSA has
failed to propose sufficient resources in the budget request to sup-
port key activities to ensure that the 2010 ignition goal for the Na-
tional Ignition Facility (NIF) is reached. The Committee restores
adefluate funding to the ICF campaign to support the 2010 ignition
goal.

The Committee recommendation for Facility Operations and Tar-
get Production is $114,383,000, an increase of $28,300,000 over the
budget request. The additional Facility Operation funding is pro-
vided for enhanced target production and characterization capabili-
ties. The Committee recommendation for NIF diagnostics, cryo-

enics and experimental support is $85,935,000, an increase of
%18,000,000 over the budget request. The increased funding is pro-
vided for additional cryogenics and diagnostic activities necessary
to achieve the 2010 ignition goal. The Committee recommendation
includes $25,000,000 to continue development of high average
power lasers and supporting science and technology within the In-
ertial Fusion Technology program line. The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $15,000,000 for the Naval Research Labora-
tory and a total of $62,044,000 for the Laboratory for Laser
Energetics (LLE) operations, an increase of $9,000,000 over the
budget request. The LLE is the principal research and experimen-
tation laser facility for NNSA Science-Based Stockpile Stewardship
activities. The Committee’s increase is for OMEGA operations to
provide additional shots to support the ICF campaign goal of an ig-
nition demonstration in 2010. The Committee recommendation pro-
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vides an additional $15,000,000 for the Ignition subprogram and
$13,700,000 for the NIF demonstration program to restore funding
required to meet the 2010 ignition goal for NIF.

The Committee provides $10,139,000 for construction of the Na-
tional Ignition Facility (NIF), the same as the budget request.

The Committee recommendation does not include the proposed
Joint program in High Energy Density Laboratory Plasmas. The
Committee expects the NNSA to include sufficient operating fund-
ing for the Naval Research Laboratory in the fiscal year 2009 budg-
et request.

Advanced simulation and computing (ASCI).—The Committee
recommendation for Advanced Simulation and Computing is
$535,738,000, a reduction of $50,000,000 from the budget request.
No funding is provided for the Administration’s budget request at
Los Alamos National Laboratory for the procurement of the super
computer designated Roadrunner. The Committee is aware this
procurement was a laboratory initiated request and not supported
by the Federal weapons program computing program and is unnec-
essary for providing computational capability to address weapons
stockpile requirements.

Pit manufacturing and Pit certification.—The Committee rec-
ommendation for pit manufacturing and certification campaign is
$150,000,000, a reduction of $131,230,000 below the budget re-
quest. The Committee notes the NNSA budget request has funding
requests in multiple lines for plutonium work at Los Alamos Na-
tional Laboratory that assume a preferred future programmatic ap-
proach. The ad hoc management and budgeting approach to up-
grading plutonium operations in TA-55 ensures unnecessary ex-
penditures and lack of accountability. Any future program activi-
ties for upgrading TA-55 pit manufacturing operations must strict-
ly adhere to DOE Order 413.3A. The Committee will not continue
to fund activities that are not part of a clearly articulated facilities
strategy. Until the Committee receives a new nuclear weapons
strategic plan that addresses the future requirements for pluto-
nium production including specifically how plutonium facilities fac-
tor into supporting the future stockpile, the Committee will not
support funding activities that assume a modernization-in-place
strategy for the current nuclear weapons complex.

The Committee recommendation includes no funds for the con-
solidated plutonium center proposal.

Readiness campaigns.—The Committee recommendation for
Readiness Campaigns is $161,169,000, the same as the budget re-
quest.

READINESS IN TECHNICAL BASE AND FACILITIES

The Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities (RTBF) program
supports the physical and operational infrastructure at the labora-
tories, the Nevada Test Site, and the production plants. The Com-
mittee recommendation is $1,479,632,000, a reduction of
$182,512,000 below the budget request as detailed below.

Operations of facilities.—The Committee recommendation for Op-
erations of Facilities is $1,041,379,000, a decrease of $117,926,000
below the budget request. The Committee recommendation includes
an additional $20,000,000 for the Lawrence Livermore National
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Laboratory in California, an additional $45,000,000 for the Pantex
plant in Texas, and an additional $60,000,000 is for the Y-12 Plant
in Tennessee to address chronic under-funding in the maintenance
of production plant facilities. Within the additional funds provided
for the Y-12 Plant, the Committee provides $22,000,000 for ad-
dressing the safety and deferred maintenance issues identified by
the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board in the 9212 Complex
Facility Risk Review. The Committee notes both the December
2001 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) and the Defense Science
Board Report on Nuclear Capabilities observed there has been a
significant underinvestment in the nuclear production complex.
The NNSA opted to prioritize the national laboratory funding over
the production plants since the end of Cold War production activ-
ity. The Committee recommendations are intended to redress the
investment imbalance and ensure a minimum capacity to maintain
current nuclear weapons capabilities and restore lost capabilities at
the complex production sites. The Committee directs the NNSA
and the Office of Science to coordinate activities to ensure sufficient
stocks of heavy water are available when needed to avoid schedule
disruption for the Spallation Neutron Source requirements. The
Committee provides the Operations of Facilities account funding in
sitei specific allocations specified in the detail table at the end of
Title III.

Program Readiness.—The Committee recommendation for Pro-
gram Readiness is $71,466,000, the same as budget request.

Material recycle and recovery.—The Committee recommendation
for material recycle and recovery is $72,962,000, an increase of
$3,000,000 to budget request to fully support the required Life Ex-
tension program schedules.

Containers.—The Committee recommendation for containers is
$22,184,000, an increase of $3,000,000 to the budget request to
support nuclear material consolidation efforts.

Storage.—The Committee recommendation for storage is
$35,133,000, the same as the budget request.

Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities (RTBF) Construction
projects.—

Project 08-D-801, High pressure fire loop (HPFL), Pantex, TX.—
The Committee recommends $7,000,000, the same as the budget
request.

Project 08-D-802, High explosive pressing facility, Pantex, TX.—
The Committee recommends $25,300,000, the same as the budget
request.

Project 08-D—-804, TA-55 Reinvestment project, Los Alamos Na-
tional Laboratory, NM.—The Committee recommends $6,000,000,
the same as the budget request.

Project 07-D-140, Project engineering and design (PED), various
locations.—The Committee recommends $2,500,000, the same as
the budget request.

Project 07-D—220, Radioactive liquid waste treatment facility up-
grade project, Los Alamos National Laboratory, NM.—The Com-
mittee recommends $26,672,000, the same as the budget request.

Project 06-D-140, Project engineering and design (PED), various
locations.—The Committee recommends $63,862,000, an increase of
$40,000,000 to the budget request. The Committee provides the ad-
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ditional funding to restore the baseline Uranium Processing Facil-
ity (UPF) PED funding that was reprogrammed in fiscal year 2007
to fund other purposes by the NNSA. The Committee supports the
facility and material consolidation activities at the Y-12 Plant.

Project 04-D-125, Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility
Replacement (CMRR), LANL.—The recommendation provides no
funds for the CMRR project, a decrease of $95,586,000 from the
budget request. The Committee direction halts the construction ac-
tivity at the CMRR facility. Proceeding with the CMRR project as
currently designed will strongly prejudice any nuclear complex
transformation plan. The CMRR facility has no coherent mission to
justify it unless the decision is made to begin an aggressive new
nuclear warhead design and pit production mission at Los Alamos
National Laboratory. The NNSA is directed to develop a long-term
plan to maintain the nation’s nuclear stockpile requirements that
does not assume an a priori case for the current program. Produc-
tion capabilities proposed in the CMRR should be located at the fu-
ture production sites identified in a detailed complex trans-
formation plan that supports the long-term stockpile requirements.
The Committee is concerned the NNSA is proceeding with large ex-
penditures for this project while there are significant unresolved
issues, and recommends the fiscal year 2007 funding be held in re-
serve. Although the NNSA claims the Nuclear Facility Phase 3 of
the project is under review, the Committee notes the Laboratory
excavated 90,000 cubic yards of soil at the construction site where
the CMRR Phase 3 Nuclear Facility is proposed to be built. The
Committee also notes the Department’s CMRR acquisition strategy
combines Critical Decision 2 (approval of performance baseline)
and Critical Decision 3 (approval to start construction) under DOE
Order 413.3A on project management. The Committee does not
support construction projects that fail to strictly adhere to DOE
Order 413.3 requirements by abbreviating the process.

Project 04-D-128, TA-18 mission relocation project, Los Alamos
National Laboratory.—The Committee recommends $14,455,000, a
decrease of $15,000,000 from the budget request. The Department
of Energy’s Inspector General conducted an audit on the NNSA’s
ability to maintain capability of the TA-18 mission to conduct nu-
clear criticality experiments during the transfer of the special nu-
clear materials from the TA-18 facility at Los Alamos National
Laboratory to the Device Assembly Facility (DAF) at the Nevada
Test Site. Although the NNSA goal was to restore interim criti-
cality operations as early as 2005, the current NNSA plan delays
transfer and reestablishment of capability at DAF until 2010 at the
earliest. The Department recognized the security requirement to
remove the SNM from TA-18 in 1999; however, according to the
DOE IG, it will now take over a decade for the NNSA to complete
the relocation of the criticality experiments mission. While the
Committee is disappointed at the failure of the NNSA and Los Ala-
mos National Laboratory to complete the SNM consolidation activ-
ity, the funding reduction reflects the schedule slip and reallocation
of funding for higher priorities.
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FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE RECAPITALIZATION

The Committee recommendation for Facilities and Infrastructure
Recapitalization Program (FIRP) is $137,720,000, a reduction of
$156,023,000 from the budget request. The FIRP program was
begun in fiscal year 2002 to work off the deferred maintenance re-
quirements that were allowed to build up at all the nuclear weap-
ons complex sites. The complex transformation plans will have a di-
rect impact on the facilities required for future program activities.
The Committee directs the NNSA to reassess its out-year planning
for FIRP projects to coordinate the final years of FIRP activities to
be consistent with the long-term facilities planning process of the
weapons complex transformation.

The Committee directs not less than $25,000,000 of the facilities
and infrastructure funding in fiscal year 2008 be used to dispose
of excess facilities. The Committee encourages continuation of this
program to reduce the overall facilities footprint of the complex.
The Committee continues to expect that services for D&D and dem-
olition of excess facilities services be procured through open com-
petition where such actions provide the best return on investment
for the federal government.

The Committee recommendation provides $62,720,000 for FIRP
construction projects, the same as the budget request.

SECURE TRANSPORTATION ASSET

The Secure Transportation Asset program provides for the safe,
secure movement of nuclear weapons, special nuclear materials,
and non-nuclear weapon components between military locations
and nuclear weapons complex facilities within the United States.
The Committee recommendation is $215,646,000, the same as the
budget request.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS INCIDENT RESPONSE

The Nuclear Weapons Incident Response (NWIR) program re-
sponds to and mitigates nuclear and radiological incidents world-
wide. The Committee recommendation for nuclear weapons inci-
dent response is $161,748,000, the same as the budget request.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS AND OPERATIONS

The Committee provides no funding for Environmental Projects
and Operations activities, consistent with the NNSA fiscal year
2007 operating plan.

SAFEGUARDS AND SECURITY

This program provides for all safeguards and security require-
ments for the NNSA. The Committee recommendation is
$911,561,000, an increase of $30,504,000 over the budget request.
Of the total S&S funding, $112,243,000 is for Cyber Security activi-
ties, an increase of $10,000,000 over the budget request. The Com-
mittee increase includes $14,000,000 for the Y—12 National Secu-
rity Complex, of which $4,000,000 is for cyber security require-
ments, to accelerate security infrastructure upgrades required to
consolidate the facility footprint, and an additional $16,000,000 for
the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory to address superblock
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security and cyber security upgrades. The Committee provides
$50,000,000 for a material consolidation and upgrade construction
project at the Idaho National Laboratory.

The Committee is concerned about career-threatening retaliatory
acts against contractor personnel at DOE sites that identify and re-
port security vulnerabilities. The Committee takes a dim view of
any management reaction that appears to be more about protecting
their reputation and avoiding bad press reports than addressing
potential security vulnerabilities within their institutions.

Safeguards and Security Construction Projects.—Project 08—D—
701, Nuclear materials S&S upgrade project, Los Alamos National
Laboratory.—The Committee recommendation provides no funds
for Nuclear materials S&S upgrade project, a decrease of
$49,496,000 from the budget request. The current plan to spend
$250,000,000 to upgrade the security posture at the TA-55 facility
and the proposed Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Facility Re-
placement (CMRR) is based on the assumption that the CMRR fa-
cility is going to proceed on schedule. The Committee has strong
reservations about the requirements for the CMRR facility as cur-
rently configured. Production capabilities proposed in the CMRR
should be located at the future production sites identified in a de-
tailed complex transformation plan that supports the long term
stockpile requirements.

Building 651 and Building 691 refurbishment, Idaho National
Laboratory.—The Committee directs the start of a construction
project at the Idaho National Laboratory retrofitting Building 651
and completing Building 691 to handle special nuclear material
consolidation and storage. The Committee provides $50,000,000 for
the Material Security and Consolidation Project at Building 651
and 691, Idaho National Laboratory. The Committee understands
that Building 651 requires minimal upgrades to provide secure
storage space for special nuclear material inventories. Building 691
requires more extensive planning for estimating total cost and
schedule to complete upgrades for using the unfinished structure
for SNM storage and other future radiological handling activities.
The Committee directs the $4,900,000 provided to the Office of Se-
curity and Performance Assurance for planning the material con-
solidation construction activity in the fiscal year 2006 Conference
report be transferred to the NNSA Office of Safeguards and Secu-
rity for planning, engineering and design activities.

FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

The Committee directs the use of $55,000,000 of prior year bal-
ances of funds made available from cancelled construction projects.
The budget request included an offset of $33,000,000 for the safe-
guards and security charge for reimbursable work.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION

1$1,683,339,000
1,672,646,000
1,683,646,000

Appropriation, 2007 ..
Budget estimate, 200
Recommended, 2008

Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccecveeeriieeeiiiiee e esre e naeeeereeeeeaeeas +307,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccccoeviiiiiiiiiiee e +11,000,000

1Excludes emergency appropriations of $135,000,000.
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The Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation account includes funding
for Nonproliferation and Verification Research and Development;
Nonproliferation and International Security (Global Initiatives for
Proliferation Prevention and Highly Enriched Uranium Trans-
parency Implementation programs are funded within the Non-
proliferation and International Security activities); Nonprolifera-
tion Programs with Russia including International Materials Pro-
tection, Control, and Cooperation, Elimination of Weapons-Grade
Plutonium Production; Fissile Materials Disposition; and the Glob-
al Threat Reduction Initiative. The Committee recommendation for
fiscal year 2008 includes a new initiative; the International Nu-
clear Fuel Bank.

The Committee’s recommendation for Defense Nuclear Non-
proliferation is $1,683,646,000 an increase of $11,000,000 above the
budget request of $1,672,646,000 and approximately the same as
the new budget authority provided in fiscal year 2007. The Com-
mittee provides funding direction for a total program level for De-
fense Nuclear Nonproliferation activities in fiscal year 2008 of
$2,070,646,000, a $398,000,000 increase over the fiscal year 2008
budget request. The Committee directs the use of $387,000,000 of
prior year balances in fiscal year 2008 to accelerate high priority
nuclear nonproliferation activities.

Global coordination.—The Committee views NNSA’s nuclear non-
proliferation mission as a critical, global effort that must be
choreographed amongst various military, intelligence, customs, and
law enforcement entities in order to be effective. The Committee
expects NNSA to lead this effort through strategic investment plan-
ning across all foreign and domestic stakeholders as well as the ex-
pansion of cooperative border detection opportunities around the
world. To further this mission, the Committee provides a robust in-
crease in available funding for Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation,
as detailed later in this report. The Committee directs NNSA to ex-
pand and intensify the use of intelligence and the coordination of
law enforcement and customs resources throughout Asia and, in
particular, Russia and the former Soviet states, to further constrict
avenues for illicit transport of nuclear and radiological material.
This effort should include an appropriate allocation of resources to
proactive, intelligence-driven security operations as well as the
strengthening of the current and planned global nuclear detection
architecture.

International Nuclear Fuel Bank.—The Committee recommenda-
tion provides $100,000,000, under Defense Nuclear Nonprolifera-
tion as the United States Government’s contribution to the imple-
mentation of an International Nuclear Fuel Bank that establishes
a nuclear fuel supply for peaceful means under the auspices of the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). The International Nu-
clear Fuel Bank would provide a nuclear fuel stockpile to be avail-
able as a fuel supply reserve for nations that have made the sov-
ereign choice to develop their civilian nuclear energy industry
based on foreign sources of nuclear fuel and therefore have no re-
gliirement to develop an indigenous nuclear fuel enrichment capa-

ility.

The initiative will ensure that fuel supplies from the inter-
national market are secure by offering customer states that are in
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full compliance with their nonproliferation obligations reliable ac-
cess to a nuclear fuel reserve under impartial IAEA control should
their traditional international market supply arrangements be dis-
rupted. None of the funds made available for the International Nu-
clear Fuel Bank are available for obligation until the Secretary of
Energy submits a report to the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations certifying the objectives and the conditions of use
for the TAEA nuclear fuel reserve program achieves the congres-
sional intent for the International Nuclear Fuel Bank and addi-
tional funds in a total amount of not less than $50,000,000 have
been pledged for the purposes of this initiative by the other mem-
ber states to the International Atomic Energy Agency. Not later
than 180 days after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
of Energy shall transmit to the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate a report on the progress of the United States to support the
establishment of a nuclear fuel supply for peaceful means under
the auspices of the International Atomic Energy Agency.

NONPROLIFERATION AND VERIFICATION RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

The nonproliferation and verification research and development
program conducts applied research, development, testing, and eval-
uation of science and technology for strengthening the United
States’ response to threats to national security and to world peace
posed by the proliferation of nuclear weapons and special nuclear
materials. Activities center on the design and production of oper-
ational sensor systems needed for proliferation detection, treaty
verification, nuclear warhead dismantlement initiatives, and intel-
ligence activities.

The Committee provides $484,313,000 for Nonproliferation and
Verification research and development, an increase of $219,061,000
over the budget request. The Committee recommendation includes
$267,107,000 for proliferation detection, an increase of
$120,000,000 over the budget request. The Committee’s rec-
ommendation reflects the urgent need to develop advanced pro-
liferation detection technology and nuclear explosion monitoring ca-
pability. The Committee’s concerns are based not only on the nu-
clear weapons test by North Korea and the well known nuclear am-
bitions of Iran, but also the clandestine and unknown nuclear am-
bitions of other states and non-state or terrorist and international
criminal organizations. The Nonproliferation R&D program is the
principal U.S. government activity focusing on long-term, next gen-
eration radiation detection capabilities that are specific for non-
proliferation and counter proliferation applications expected to be
fielded within 3-10 years. The Committee notes that, across all
agencies, the Federal government collectively invests less than
$100 million on this type of advanced, breakthrough research and
development on nuclear detection capabilities. The Committee
views such minimal investment for developing important capabili-
ties such as stand off nuclear detection as a serious security issue.
The Committee recommendation provides an additional
$120,000,000 to aggressively expand critical research and develop-
ment in high-risk, high return cutting edge nuclear detection areas.
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The Committee recommendation for nuclear explosion monitoring
is $173,750,000, an increase of $61,100,000 over the budget re-
quest; and $5,495,000 for supporting activities. The Committee in-
crease for nuclear explosion monitoring is directed at expanding
nuclear explosion monitoring for very low yield nuclear testing
around the world. The Committee notes the Nonproliferation R&D
program is the sole science-based provider for the U.S. national nu-
clear test monitoring system.

The Committee provides $37,961,000 for Project 06-D-180, Na-
tional Security Laboratory at the Pacific Northwest National Lab-
oratory (PNNL), an increase of $37,961,000 over the budget re-
quest. The Committee is exasperated by the continued failure to
make meaningful progress within the Department on building the
facilities necessary for the relocation of laboratory personnel and
facilities displaced by the planned shutdown and cleanup of the 300
Area at the Hanford reservation in Washington. The Committee is
concerned at the possibility of an interruption in critical capabili-
ties maintained in the 300 area attributable to the Department’s
apparent lack of interest in this project. The Committee rec-
ommendation accelerates the NNSA fiscal year 2009 funding share
based on the project baseline in the budget request.

The Committee recommendation includes an increase of
$25,000,000 for ground-based systems treaty monitoring activities.
The additional funds should be allocated through a competitive
grocess open to all Federal and non-Federal entities on an equal

asis.

Annual reporting requirement.—The Committee directs the De-
partment to prepare an annual report on each project with the
baseline cost, scope and schedule, deliverables, and the public or
private entity performing the research and development, and the
proposed user and submit this with the fiscal year 2009 budget re-
quest.

NONPROLIFERATION AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY

The Committee recommendation provides $144,870,000 for Non-
proliferation and International Security, an increase of $20,000,000
above the budget request. The Committee provides an additional
$20,000,000 for the Dismantlement and Transparency subprogram,
and an additional $10,000,000 for the Global Security Engagement
and Cooperation subprogram to restore funding for the Nuclear
Cities Initiative eliminated in the budget request.

The Committee recommendation supports none of the proposed
$10,000,000 for the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP) ac-
tivities within the Office of Nonproliferation and International Se-
curity. The Committee finds the nuclear nonproliferation argu-
ments proposed by the Department describing the GNEP reprocess-
ing initiative advocating separating weapons grade special nuclear
materials as a nonproliferation initiative unpersuasive and largely
contradictory.

INTERNATIONAL NUCLEAR MATERIALS PROTECTION AND COOPERATION

The International Nuclear Materials Protection and Cooperation
(MPC&A) program is designed to work cooperatively with Russia
and the border states of the former Soviet Union to secure weapons
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and weapons-usable nuclear material. The focus is to improve the
physical security at facilities that possess or process significant
quantities of nuclear weapons-usable materials that are of pro-
liferation concern. Programmatic activities include installing moni-
toring equipment, inventorying nuclear material, improving the
Russian security culture, and establishing a security infrastruc-
ture.

The Committee provides $831,771,000 for MPC&A activities, an
increase of $359,041,000 over the Department’s FY 2007 operating
plan and $460,000,000 over the budget request. The Committee’s
increase is in recognition that the MPC&A activities securing nu-
clear material in Russia and at other vulnerable locations is the
front line in the global war on terror protecting the U.S. against
a terrorist using a nuclear device on U.S. soil. The devastating con-
sequences domestically and internationally of such an act are dif-
ficult to quantify or imagine; however, the large inventories of spe-
cial nuclear material in vulnerable locations worldwide and the
well-known hostile intent of terrorist movements to inflict the max-
imum devastation to U.S. interests make this threat very real. Al-
though past financial commitments by the Committee to address
the terrorist threat of a nuclear detonation in a U.S. city were sig-
nificant, the urgency increases with each year as large inventories
of nuclear material continue to exist in unsecured international lo-
cations. The increased financial commitment in the Committee rec-
ommendation is clear congressional direction to the Administration
to shift the nuclear nonproliferation issues beyond marginally sup-
ported security programs to one accorded the highest priority in the
war on world wide terror.

The Committee’s increase to the MPC&A program recognizes the
expanded opportunities for high priority work at Rosatom and the
12th Main Directorate sites in Russia. The Committee supports the
Department’s efforts to continue to negotiate greater access to the
Russian serial production enterprise and accelerate aggressively
opportunities to secure material as site access is granted. The Com-
mittee recommendation includes $127,114,000 for the Rosatom
Weapons Complex, an increase of $67,000,000 over the budget re-
quest. The additional funds are provided to conduct expanded
training programs for Russian nuclear facility security forces, force-
on-force exercises, and to upgrade facility perimeter detection. The
Committee provides an additional $85,000,000 for Material, Con-
solidation and Conversion, Civilian Nuclear sites and other Na-
tional Programs and Sustainability subprograms. The additional
funds are provided for new security upgrades focused on insider
threats to secure materials against theft or unauthorized diversion.
The Committee supports additional sustainability activities to im-
plement rigorous regulation, inspections protocols, and training
programs at the nuclear facilities. The Committee supports these
activities to institutionalize a “best practices” security culture and
U.S.-Russian long-term coordination in program collaboration to
ensure sustainability of security improvements funded through co-
operative security programs. The Committee provides an additional
$15,000,000 for expanded activities within the Strategic Rocket
Force subprogram to secure nuclear warhead storage and transfer
locations in Russia.
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The recommendation provides $412,331,000 for the Second Line
of Defense program, an increase of $293,000,000 over the budget
request. The Committee recommendation provides an additional
$125,000,000 for the core Second Line of Defense (SLD) program to
accelerate installation activities in the Baltic and Caucasus regions
and other critical border activities. The Committee is aware that
nearly 200 priority border crossings in twelve countries remain to
be secured with nuclear detection capability. The Committee di-
rects the Department to expand the SLD activities to take advan-
tage of mobile detection capabilities and coordination with law en-
forcement and custom agencies in countries of interest. In addition,
the Committee directs targeted SLD activities to protect against
the diversion of nuclear material from North Korea. The Com-
mittee supports coordinating activities with the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to develop a security “best practices”
organization for addressing security deficiencies at nuclear mate-
rial storage and operational facilities world wide.

The Committee provides $214,797,000 for the Second Line of De-
fense megaports initiative, a $168,000,000 increase over the budget
request. The additional funding for megaports activities will ad-
dress port security activities in twelve countries with either signed
implementation agreements or agreements anticipated in fiscal
year 2007 that are not funded in the fiscal year 2008 budget re-
quest to complete deployment of radiation detection equipment for
scanning U.S.-bound cargo containers at high-risk foreign seaports.

MegaAirports.—The Committee recommendation provides
$20,000,000 within the megaports activities to expand Second Line
of Defense nuclear detection activities to include selected high-risk
major international airports. The Committee is aware the Second
Line of Defense program has installed detection equipment at a
limited number of airports in sensitive locations. The Committee
believes the policy rationale supports rapid expansion of the
MegaPorts activity for nuclear detection scanning for air cargo
bound for the U.S., particularly factoring in the much shorter time
frames with air transport.

ELIMINATION OF WEAPONS-GRADE PLUTONIUM PRODUCTION

The Committee recommendation for the Elimination of Weapons-
Grade Plutonium Production Program (EWGPP) is $191,593,000, a
$10,000,000 increase to the budget request. The Committee pro-
vides the additional funding to accelerate work on the backup boil-
ers to achieve early reactor shutdown and cost savings at the
Zheleznogorsk reactor. EWGPP is a cooperative effort with the Fed-
eration of Russia to halt plutonium production at three nuclear re-
actors still in operation in Russia, two located at Seversk and one
at Zheleznogorsk. The three reactors have approximately 15 years
of remaining service life and could generate an additional 25 metric
tons of weapons-grade plutonium. They also provide heat and elec-
tricity required for the surrounding communities. The program ap-
proach is to shutdown these three reactors within five years by pro-
viding two alternative fossil-fueled energy plants to supply heat
and electricity to the surrounding communities.
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FISSILE MATERIALS DISPOSITION

The Committee recommendation provides $66,843,000 for U.S.
uranium disposition activities, the same as the budget request.

The Committee recommendation funds the activities for the
Mixed Oxide (MOX) Fuel Fabrication Facility construction project
and the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility (PDCF) activity,
previously funded under Fissile Materials Disposition, in the Office
of Nuclear Energy and the NNSA Office of Defense Programs, re-
spectively. The fissile materials disposition program was originally
created to execute the September 2000 agreement between the
United States and Russia on plutonium management and disposi-
tion. Under that agreement, the United States and Russia each
committed to dispose of 34 metric tons of surplus weapons-grade
plutonium.

However, to date Congress has appropriated $1.7 billion for the
domestic MOX program facilities without any nuclear nonprolifera-
tion benefit accrued to the U.S. taxpayer. The Committee points to
the continued delays in this activity, including the Administration’s
year-long delay in 2001 reviewing the disposition activity, the
lengthy impasse with the Russian Government over liability protec-
tion for U.S. contractors working in Russia, and the current pro-
gram redirection by the Russian Government in 2006, abandoning
the MOX-light water reactor disposition path for surplus Russian
plutonium unless the U.S. and international community bear the
full cost of such disposition. Instead, the Russian Government an-
nounced a new approach, with limited disposition in an existing
BN-600 fast breeder reactor and the bulk of disposition to be ac-
complished in the yet-to-be-built BN-800 fast reactor. The Russian
action resulted in the U.S. Government delinking the requirements
under the Agreement, thereby marginalizing the original nuclear
nonproliferation goals of the program. The Committee notes the
Administration’s decision to terminate U.S. support in the budget
request for the Russian Surplus Fissile Materials Disposition ac-
tivities under the Agreement as a sensible acknowledgement of the
failure of the bilateral process under the Agreement.

Given these changes in the United States and Russia, the Com-
mittee sees no further reason to proceed with the U.S. MOX pro-
gram as a nonproliferation activity. The plutonium disposition pro-
gram, as it relates to domestic priorities, is primarily a fuel fabrica-
tion facility construction project for domestic nuclear energy goals.
However, the Committee recommendation reflects the redirection of
plutonium disposition activities within the United States in light of
continued Russian inaction and the domestic choices on GNEP and
the future of nuclear energy in the U.S.

The Committee action recognizes that continued funding of the
MOX and PDCF construction activities within the “Defense Nu-
clear Nonproliferation” appropriation in a flat out year budget envi-
ronment will result in the quick erosion of funding available for
true nuclear nonproliferation activities that protect against direct
and potentially immediate terrorist nuclear threats. The Com-
mittee cannot, and will not, support such a misguided prioritization
of resources.
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GLOBAL THREAT REDUCTION INITIATIVE

The Global Threat Reduction Initiative (GTRI) mission is to iden-
tify, secure, remove and facilitate the disposition of high-risk, vul-
nerable nuclear and radiological materials and equipment around
the world. The Committee provides $251,256,000 for GTRI activi-
ties, an increase of $131,630,000 over the budget request. The Com-
mittee provides an additional $20,000,000 for the Reduced Enrich-
ment for Research and Test Reactors to accelerate the reactor con-
version from highly enriched uranium (HEU) fuel to low enriched
uranium (LEU) fuel, $7,000,000 for Russian Research Reactor Fuel
Return, $10,000,000 in Emerging Threats and Gap Materials for
recovery of U.S.-origin orphaned material overseas, and
$94,630,000 in the International Radiological Threat Reduction
program to accelerate the significant inventory of nuclear materials
in vulnerable, unsecured or poorly guarded international locations.
The Committee is aware that delaying the recovery schedule to se-
cure these materials increases the risk for theft and diversion of
the material for use as an improvised nuclear device (IND) or a ra-
diological dispersal device (RDD). The Committee recommendation
includes $31,722,000 for the Kazakhstan Spent Fuel Disposition
initiative, the same as the budget request. None of the funds pro-
vided for this activity in fiscal year 2008, or previous fiscal years,
may be obligated for transportation equipment or activities without
written notification to the House and Senate Appropriations Com-
mittees.

FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

The Committee recommendation for funding adjustments in De-
fense Nuclear Nonproliferation includes the use of $387,000,000 of

rior year balances. The sources of the prior year balances are
557,000,000 from the Russian Surplus Materials Disposition pro-
gram, $230,000,000 from unobligated, uncosted balance within the
Mixed oxide fuel fabrication facility construction line, and
$100,000,000 from the remaining $151,000,000 of unexpended bal-
ances from the Russian material disposition funding provided in
the fiscal year 1999 emergency supplemental (P.L. 105-277).

NAvVAL REACTORS

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccveieeiiiieeeiiee e eree e et e e e e aee e anes $781,800,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . . 808,219,000
Recommended, 2008 .........cc.oooeiuiiiiiiiiieeiieeeeee e e 808,219,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccceeveeiierieriieneniene et +26,419,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccccoeviiiiiieiiee e -———

The Naval Reactors program is responsible for all aspects of
naval nuclear propulsion from technology development through re-
actor operations to ultimate reactor plant disposal. The program
provides for the design, development, testing, and evaluation of im-
proved naval nuclear propulsion plants and reactor cores. These ef-
forts are critical to ensuring the safety and reliability of 102 oper-
ating Naval reactor plants and to developing the next generation
reactor. The Committee recommendation provides $808,219,000,
the same as the request, for Naval Reactors activities.
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OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccceceviererierenienieneeteseere e $340,291,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 394,656,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........cccoeeiiiiiiieniieiiieiieeie et 415,879,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceceeiieririieneniereneeee et +75,588,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ...........coociiiiiiieeeeee e +21,223,000

The Office of the Administrator of the National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA) provides corporate planning and oversight
for Defense Programs, Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation, and
Naval Reactors, including the NNSA field offices in New Mexico,
Nevada, and California. The Committee recommendation is
$415,879,000, an increase of $21,223,000 above the budget request.
The Committee recommendation provides $31,000,000 as the
NNSA contribution to the Department’s support for the Historically
Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs).

Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation.—The Committee provides
$75,000,000 for program direction support for Federal employees in
the Office of Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation. The Committee pro-
vides an additional $15,000,000 program direction funding and di-
rects the NNSA to increase the Federal personnel workforce to
oversee the additional nuclear nonproliferation activities proposed
in the Committee’s fiscal year 2008 recommendation. The Com-
mittee directs the “Office of the Administrator” funding for Defense
Nuclear Nonproliferation be identified and executed separately
from other “Office of the Administrator” funding categories. The
Committee identifies the nuclear nonproliferation funding to allow
greater management flexibility and more effective Federal over-
sight when implementing NNSA activities to address international
nuclear proliferation threats. None of these funds may be taxed by
the NNSA for any purpose without prior notification and approval
by the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations.

The Committee recommendation provides $12,000, the same as
the budget request, for official reception and representation ex-
penses for the NNSA.

Support to Minority Colleges and Universities.—The Committee
appreciates the serious effort of the NNSA to implement an aggres-
sive program to take advantage of the HBCU educational institu-
tions across the country in order to deepen the recruiting pool of
diverse scientific and technical staff available to the NNSA and its
national laboratories in support of the nation’s national security
programs. The Committee is providing $31,000,000 of additional
funding to expand the support to the HBCUS’ scientific and tech-
nical programs in fiscal year 2008. The Committee expects the De-
partment to ensure the Dr. Samuel P. Massie Chairs of Excellence
are fully supported within the HBCU program. The Committee ex-
pects the Department to provide financial support in rough parity
to both HBCUs and the Hispanic Serving Institutions (HSI).

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

The Defense Environmental Management (EM) program is re-
sponsible for identifying and reducing risks and managing waste at
sites where the Department carried out defense-related nuclear re-
search and production activities that resulted in radioactive, haz-
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ardous, and mixed waste contamination requiring remediation, sta-
bilization, or some other cleanup action.

Workforce and Technology Development Investments.—The Com-
mittee views that the oversight of contractor performance by the
federal workforce is critical to ensure that taxpayers are getting
good value for their money. The Committee is providing resources
to improve this oversight, such as increasing the federal staff by
120 positions in the areas of contract management and project
management. These resource recommendations are consistent with
the preliminary recommendations of the National Academy of Pub-
lic Administration’s review of the EM program, which will be com-
plete in the fall of 2007. The Committee also provides a significant
increase to the Technology Development program, to improve the
technical approaches to waste treatment, and produce cost-savings
in the long run. The National Academy of Sciences (NAS) is cur-
rently working with EM on a technology roadmap, and the Com-
mittee endorses EM’s effort to engage the NAS.

Project management.—The Committee is pleased with the Assist-
ant Secretary’s emphasis on project management and his follow-
through to this commitment by seeing that managers are trained
and certified in project management. The Committee re-emphasizes
the Government Accountability Office’s (GAO) findings that DOE
must “ensure that project management guidelines are consistently
followed . . . and that exceptions to follow the guidelines are al-
lowed only after senior management review”. The Committee also
notes that while earned-value reports are an information tool, they
are not a substitute for regular project baseline and technical re-
views. The Committee directs that the Department incorporate the
GAO’s technology readiness recommendations into the manage-
ment of all EM projects.

Unfunded Environmental Liabilities.—The Committee is aware
that the Environmental Management program has responsibility
for facility decontamination and decommissioning for legacy build-
ings across the complex. The Committee needs to be aware of envi-
ronmental liabilities that the EM program will assume in the fu-
ture, and directs the Department to prepare a report on the scope
of this liability, the facilities and sites to be considered, life-cycle
cost estimates of work to be performed, and the schedule as to
when the work will begin and end. The report is due to the Com-
mittee by June 30, 2008.

Hanford Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant (WTP).—In
the fall of 2005, the total cost of WTP was estimated at $9.3 billion
with start-up being delayed to 2015. On April 6, 2006, the Govern-
ment Accountability Office (GAO) testified before the Committee
that the cost of the Hanford waste treatment plant was nearly $11
billion, and the completion schedule extended to at least 2017. The
fiscal year 2008 budget request now indicates the total project cost
for the WTP is $12,263,000,000, with a completion date of Novem-
ber, 2019. The project has had extensive reviews for the past two
years, and the Committee expects that the project is on track in re-
solving technical issues, and sequencing work so that construction
begins when designs are mature, and that facilities are not sitting
idle waiting for waste to be processed. The Committee also expects
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that the latest project cost for WTP has taken into account all the
“findings” of the reviews, and cost growth is now under control.

However, the Committee remains concerned that the necessary
management improvements on the project are not fully realized.
There are two senior federal manager positions at the Hanford site
that are vacant, including the one for WTP. Providing a strong
management team at the federal level is critical, particularly as an
Administration transition begins in 18 months. The Committee
notes there was a dearth of executive leadership in calendar year
2000, which contributed to the shoddy contract transfer for WTP,
and may be a contributing factor as to why the total project cost
is now $ylZ.2 billion. The federal coffers cannot afford another lapse
in management oversight at WTP.

The Committee has learned of preliminary findings of a review
of the DOFE’s internal controls for accounting and monitoring con-
tractor costs for WTP. The findings indicate there is little review
of contractor invoices or supporting documents, with a reliance on
periodic reviews by outside auditors, rather than ongoing oversight
of WTP-specific costs. There also appears to be little oversight of
contractor-accountability for government-owned property, and lack
of adequate procedures and policies for maintaining property ac-
countability. The Committee will not comment on the findings
while they still are preliminary, but emphasizes it is a critical func-
tion of the federal workforce to ensure payments to contractors are
tracked, verified and appropriately reported, and government-
owned assets are accounted for. The Committee expects an imme-
diate action plan from the Department should the preliminary find-
ings become final.

Economic development.—None of the Defense Environmental
Management funds are available for economic development activi-
ties unless specifically authorized by law.

Reprogramming authority.—The Committee continues to support
the need for flexibility to meet changing funding requirements at
sites. In fiscal year 2008, the Department may transfer up to
$5,000,000 within accounts, and between accounts, as noted in the
table below, to reduce health or safety risks or to gain cost savings
as long as no program or project is increased or decreased by more
than $5,000,000 in total during the fiscal year. This reprogram-
ming authority may not be used to initiate new programs or to
change funding for programs specifically denied, limited, or in-
creased by Congress in the Act or report. The Committees on Ap-
propriations in the House and Senate must be notified within thir-
ty days of the use of this reprogramming authority.

Account Control Points:

Closure Sites

Savannah River site, nuclear material stabilization and dis-
position

Savannah River site, 2012 accelerations

Savannah River site, 2035 accelerations

Savannah River Tank Farm

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant

Idaho National Laboratory

Oak Ridge Reservation

Hanford site 2012 accelerated completions
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Hanford site 2035 accelerated completions

Office of River Protection (ORP) Waste Treatment & Immo-
bilization (WTP) Pretreatment facility:

ORP WTP High-level waste facility

ORP WTP Low activity waste facility

ORP WTP Analytical laboratory

ORP WTP Balance of facilities

Program Direction

Program Support

UE D&D Fund contribution

Technology Development

Legacy Management

Office of Material Consolidation

Details of the recommended funding levels follow for the Defense
Environmental Cleanup account.

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccceevieiiiiiieie e $5,731,839,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ..........cccooeeiiiiieiiieeeeee e 5,363,905,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........ooooiuiiiiiiiieeiiieieee e 5,766,561,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccoevieriiiiiienieeee e +34,722,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ........c.cooeiiiiiiiiiieieeee e +402,656,000

The Committee’s recommendation for Defense Environmental
Cleanup totals $5,766,561,000, an increase of $402,656,000 over the
budget request of $5,363,905,000. Within the amounts provided,
the Department is directed to fund hazardous waste worker train-
ing at $10,000,000.

Closure Sites.—The Committee recommendation provides
$42.,437,000, the same as the budget request. The recommendation
provides $11,834,000 for Closure Sites Administration, $30,308,000
for Miamisburg, Ohio, and $295,000 for Ashtabula, Ohio.

Savannah River Site—The Committee recommendation provides
$1,160,463,000 for cleanup at the Savannah River Site, a decrease
of $45,627,000 below the budget request. The Committee provides
$31,000,000 for container surveillance, $12,500,000 for community
and regulatory support, and $31,133,000 for spent nuclear fuel sta-
bilization and disposition, the same as the budget request. The
Committee provides several increases for environmental cleanup
activities at the site: the Committee provides $80,000,000 for solid
waste stabilization and disposition, an increase of $18,472,000 over
the budget request for the acceleration of transuranic waste dis-

osal; $90,000,000 for soil and water remediation, an increase of
514,809,000 over the budget request for increased groundwater cor-
rective actions; and, $24,000,000 for nuclear facility decontamina-
tion and decommissioning (D&D), an increase of $21,092,000 over
the budget request, for deferred D&D workscope. The Committee
provides $665,019,000 for tank farm activities, the same as the
budget request.

The Committee was not sufficiently informed of the Department’s
decision to utilize H-canyon for a 10-year campaign, despite several
meetings with a senior EM official who was coordinating the De-
partment’s material consolidation efforts. The Committee received
DOE planning documents from the Government Accountability Of-
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fice that brought these decisions to the Committee’s attention. The
Committee was struck by the lack of rigorous options analysis con-
tained in these documents, and in particular, the disregard for ad-
dressing the proper National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) im-
plications. The Committee is very concerned about the lack of data
supporting the decision to operate the canyon another decade, in-
cluding costs of operations, canyon upgrades, assessment of plau-
sible alternatives, and waste generation impacts on the tank farms.
The Committee provides $226,811,000 for nuclear material sta-
bilization and disposition, a reduction of $85,000,000 for H canyon/
HB line operations and surveillance and maintenance. The fiscal
year 2008 budget request for this activity was predicated on full
operations of H-canyon in a high state of readiness. The Committee
transfers $30,270,000 of the $85,000,000 reduction, to the new Of-
fice of Material Consolidation, located at Headquarters, to be held
in reserve until a rigorous options analysis for the excess materials
consolidation has been performed, taking into account all DOE
sites interested in a materials consolidation mission, and presented
to the Committees on Appropriations to their satisfaction. The
Committee provides no funding for plutonium vitrification at Sa-
vannah River Site, a reduction of $15,000,000 from the budget re-
quest. The Committee transfers these funds to the new Office of
Materials Consolidation at Headquarters, to be held in reserve
until the aforementioned analysis has been presented to Com-
mittee.

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP).—The Committee rec-
ommendation provides $219,739,000 for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Project, the same as the budget request.

Idaho National Laboratory.—The Committee recommendation
provides $600,815,000, an increase of $96,789,000 for cleanup ac-
tivities at the Idaho National Laboratory. The Committee provides
an increase of $39,377,000 for solid waste stabilization and disposi-
tion to operate the Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Plant at ca-
pacity, and complete remote-handled transuranic shipments to the
WIPP by the end of fiscal year 2008. The Committee provides an
increase of $57,412,000 for nuclear facility deactivation and decom-
missioning, to accelerate the deactivation of the Materials Testing
Reactor facility, the Fuel Reprocessing Complex, and complete
close-out of the Engineering Test Reactor Demolition and the TAN—
607 Hot Shop demolition.

Oak Ridge Reservation.—The Committee recommendation pro-
vides $235,284,000, an increase of $56,000,000 over the budget re-
quest. The recommendation includes $50,000,000 for the disposition
of material in building 3019, an increase of $30,000,000 over the
budget request. The Committee continues to view building 3019 as
a high priority, and the Committee provides the increased funds to
begin the disposition of the material in fiscal year 2008. The rec-
ommendation includes $61,446,000 for nuclear facility decon-
tamination and decommissioning at Oak Ridge National Labora-
tory (ORNL), an increase of $10,000,000 for the acceleration of
cleanup activities at the ORNL Central Campus to meet enforce-
able regulatory milestones. The Committee provides $29,855,000
for nuclear facility decontamination and decommissioning at Y-12,
an increase of $10,000,000 over the budget request, to meet en-
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forceable regulatory milestones to remediate the Y-12 scrap yard
and Bear Creek burial ground. The Committee provides
$12,379,000 for soil and water remediation at offsite locations, an
increase of $6,000,000 to accelerate the completion of the David
Witherspoon sites.

Hanford Site—The Committee recommendation provides
$949,980,000 for the Hanford Site, an increase of $72,900,000 over
the budget request, and $114,664,000 over fiscal year 2007 enacted
levels. The Committee recommendation provides $7,500,000 for the
Volpentest Hazardous Materials Management and Emergency Re-
sponse (HAMMER) training and education center, not included in
the budget request. The Committee provides $98,002,000 for nu-
clear material stabilization and disposition at the Plutonium Fin-
ishing Plant, and $99,815,000 for spent nuclear fuel stabilization
and disposition, the same as the budget request.

The Committee is very concerned that sufficient resources have
not been requested to accommodate existing Tri-Party Agreement
milestones. As such, the Committee recommendation provides
$238,221,000 for river corridor nuclear facility decontamination and
decommissioning, an increase of $23,000,000 over the budget re-
quest for additional soil and groundwater remediation along the
Columbia River corridor to meet compliance milestones. The Com-
mittee provides $259,788,000 for solid waste stabilization and dis-
position, an increase of $23,000,00 over the budget request for ad-
ditional transuranic waste retrieval and mixed-low level and low
level waste disposal to meet compliance milestones. The Committee
recommendation also provides $118,153,000, for Hanford nuclear
facility decontamination and decommissioning, an increase of
$19,400,000 over the budget request, for soil remediation in the
Central Plateau, and a PUREX remedial investigation/feasibility
study to meet compliance milestones.

The Committee recommendation provides $3,329,000 to operate
the waste disposal facility, and $19,620,000 for Richland commu-
nity and regulatory support, the same as the budget request. The
Committee is pleased to see and supports the budget request of
$105,552,000 for soil and water remediation, which is an increase
of $18,238,000 over fiscal year 2007 levels for Columbia River
cleanup technologies, a Committee priority.

Office of River Protection.—The Committee recommendation pro-
vides $863,443,000 for the Office of River Protection, a decrease of
$100,000,000 below the request. During fiscal years 2005 and 2006,
DOE slowed construction on the pretreatment and high-level waste
facilities to address technical and management problems. This
slowdown is expected to continue through at least half of fiscal year
2007, and possibly through 2008, resulting in uncommitted carry-
over from fiscal year 2007 that will be available to offset a portion
of the fiscal 2008 funding request. Based on this slowdown of work
pending technical and managerial resolution, the GAO estimates
that approximately $100,000,000 in uncosted balances would be
available to offset the fiscal year 2008 appropriation. As such, the
Committee has provided $590,000,000 for the Waste Treatment
Plant, a decrease of $100,000,000 below the request of
$690,000,000. The recommendation includes $212,000,000 for the
pretreatment facility, a decrease of $41,000,000 below the budget
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request of $253,000,000; $118,000,000 for the high level waste vit-
rification facility, a decrease of $59,000,000 below the budget re-
quest of $177,000,000; $143,000,000 for the low activity waste facil-
ity, $45,000,000 for the analytical laboratory, and $72,000,000 for
the balance of facilities, the same as the budget request. The Com-
mittee has provided language under the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission (NRC) account to prepare a resource plan and regulatory
framework should NRC become the regulator of the Waste Treat-
ment Plant.

The recommendation includes $272,972,000 for radioactive liquid
tank waste stabilization and disposition, the same as the budget re-
quest. The recommendation provides $471,000, the same as the
budget request, for community and regulatory support.

Bulk vitrification.—The Committee requested the Government
Accountability Office (GAO) review and report on the budget and
life-cycle costs estimates for bulk vitrification, and the technical
challenges and performance issues that have emerged so far on the
demonstration of this technology. GAO reports that the extent
which DOE continues to need a supplemental technology to treat
a portion of the low-activity tank waste at Hanford is unclear, but
DOE does not plan to reassess the need for the bulk vitrification
project before completing the demonstration. In the four years since
DOE selected the bulk vitrification technology for further develop-
ment, conditions have changed. The original objectives DOE used
to justify the project are no longer achievable. As a result, it is no
longer clear when, or if, a supplemental technology will be needed.
For example, DOE has estimated that the waste treatment plant
operations may continue for 20 to 55 years, which may reduce the
need for a supplemental technology as more of the low-activity
waste could be treated in waste treatment plant facilities. In addi-
tion, DOE does not have a strategy that shows how the project will
be integrated with the Waste Treatment Plant to meet mission re-
quirements while controlling costs. Although DOE’s management
guidance specifies that, when conditions have significantly
changed, DOE should reassess the mission need of a project, DOE
does not intend to conduct this reassessment because DOE officials
said they want more information about the technology. Proceeding
with the demonstration project before reaffirming the need for the
project increases the risk that DOE will spend an additional $140
million or more to develop a technology that may not be needed.
Therefore, the Committee directs the Department to reassess the
need for the bulk vitrification project, as well as present a defined
integrated strategy for low-level waste, and present this strategy to
the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations. The Com-
mittee will revisit the need for bulk vitrification for low-level waste
in conference negotiations.

Program direction.—The Committee recommendation provides
$341,760,000, an increase of $32,000,000 over the budget request
for program direction. The increase reflects an increase of
$11,000,000 due to the transfer of Legacy Management activities
under the Environmental Management program. The recommenda-
tion also provides an increase of $21,000,000 to fund approximately
120 new full-time equivalent (FTE) positions, for contract manage-
ment and project management. This increase, which bolsters the
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federal workforce contractor oversight function, implements a pre-
liminary recommendation from the National Academy of Public Ad-
ministration’s ongoing management review of the EM program.

Program support.—The Committee recommendation provides
$35,146,000 for program support, an increase of $2,000,000 over
the budget request, and a decrease $2,885,000 from FY 2007 levels.
The increase is for analytical work in support of the program’s mis-
sion.

Federal Contribution to Uranium Enrichment Decontamination
and Decommissioning Fund.—The Energy Policy Act of 1992, (Pub-
lic Law 102-486), created the Uranium Enrichment Decontamina-
tion and Decommissioning Fund to pay for the cost of cleanup of
the gaseous diffusion facilities located in Oak Ridge, Tennessee; Pa-
ducah, Kentucky; and Portsmouth, Ohio. The Committee rec-
ommendation includes the budget request of $463,000,000 for the
Federal contribution to the Uranium Enrichment Decontamination
and Decommissioning Fund as authorized in Public Law 102-486.

Technology development and deployment.—The Committee rec-
ommendation provides $108,100,000, an increase of $86,711,000
over the budget request. The EM technology development program
funding has declined over the years, while at the same time, many
technological challenges continue to face the program. This lack of
a technology R&D program exacerbates project management, be-
cause new or better cleanup approaches are not adopted, resulting
in delays in projects, and increased overall project costs. The Com-
mittee supports an increased, expanded technology development
program, and suggests the following overall areas for pursuit: tank
wastes, soil and groundwater initiatives, and decontamination and
decommissioning initiatives. The Committee’s immediate priorities
are the following: (1) evaluation of alternative supplemental treat-
ment of low-activity waste at Hanford, using a systems-analysis ap-
proach; (2) increased waste loading in glass; and (3) improving
methods to remove non-radioactive components from the sludge-
heels in the high-level waste tanks. The Committee directs the De-
partment to report back to the Committee on the EM technology
development plan in these areas by January 31, 2008.

NNSA  Sites.—The Committee recommendation provides
$271,130,000, the same as the budget request.

Safeguards and security.—The Committee recommendation pro-
vides $278,381,000 an increase of $5,000,000 over the budget re-

uest for safeguards and security. The recommendation includes
%5,000,000 for the Paducah site, an increase of $5,000,000 over the
budget request of no funds.

Legacy Management consolidation.—Beginning in fiscal year
2008, the Committee has combined the Office of Legacy Manage-
ment with the Environmental Management Program. The Com-
mittee believes that consolidating these activities in one organiza-
tion will improve the communications and operations of both orga-
nizations. The Committee expects that the Office of Legacy Man-
agement will still operate as a separate office within the Environ-
mental Management Program. The Committee provides
$148,063,000, the same as the budget request, for legacy manage-
ment activities.
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Material Consolidation Office.—Beginning in fiscal year 2008,
the Committee has provided $50,270,000 for a new Office of Mate-
rial Consolidation. Of this amount, $15,000,000 was proposed in
the budget request for plutonium vitrification activities at Savan-
nah River, and $30,270,000 was proposed in the budget request for
H-canyon operations at Savannah River. The Committee transfers
these amounts to the Headquarters for material consolidation ac-
tivities, to be held in reserve until a rigorous options analysis for
the excess materials consolidation has been performed, taking into
account all DOE sites interested in a materials consolidated mis-
sion, and presented to the Committees on Appropriations to their
satisfaction. The Committee provides $5,000,000, not proposed in
the budget request, for preparation of the options analysis and gen-
eral support of this office.

Environment, Safety and Health transfer.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes a transfer of $1,450,000 to the Environment,
Safety and Health account.

OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

Appropriation, 2007 $635,577,000

Budget estimate, 2008 763,974,000
Recommended, 2008 ....... 604,313,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ............... e e e e e e e e s e narraaaeeeas —31,264,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ........cccoeviiiiiiiiiiee e —159,661,000

This account provides funding for the Office of Security and Per-
formance Assurance; Intelligence; Counterintelligence; Environ-
ment, Safety and Health (Defense); Funding for Defense Activities
in Idaho; Defense Related Administrative Support; and the Office
of Hearings and Appeals. Descriptions of each of these programs
are provided below.

OFFICE OF SECURITY AND PERFORMANCE ASSURANCE

The Office of Security and Performance Assurance (SSA) pro-
vides domestic safeguards and security for nuclear weapons, nu-
clear materials, nuclear facilities, and classified and unclassified
information against sabotage, espionage, terrorist activities, or any
loss or unauthorized disclosure that could endanger the national
security or disrupt operations. The Committee recommendation for
security and emergency operations is $345,959,000 the same as the
budget request. The Committee provides the fiscal year 2008 fund-
ing in the same appropriation accounts as proposed in the fiscal
year 2007 budget request until a reprogramming request is sub-
mitted for approval by the House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations. The Committee recommendation includes bill lan-
guage transferring $4,900,000 included in the fiscal year 2006 con-
ference report for a special nuclear material consolidation building
at the Idaho National Laboratory from the Office of Security and
Performance Assurance to Weapons Activities.

OFFICE OF INTELLIGENCE

The intelligence program provides information and technical
analyses on international arms proliferation, foreign nuclear pro-
grams, and other energy related matters to policy makers in the
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Department and other U.S. Government agencies. The focus of the
Department’s intelligence analysis and reporting is on emerging
proliferant nations, nuclear technology transfers, foreign nuclear
materials production, and proliferation implications of the breakup
of the Former Soviet Union. The Committee expects the Office of
Intelligence to assist and advise the Administrator of the NNSA in
the prioritization of resources for Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation
activities.

OFFICE OF COUNTERINTELLIGENCE

The Office of Counterintelligence seeks to develop and implement
an effective counterintelligence program throughout the Depart-
ment of Energy. The goal of the program is to identify, neutralize,
and deter foreign government or industrial intelligence threats di-
rected at the Department’s facilities, personnel, information, and
technologies.

ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH (DEFENSE)

The Office of Environment, Safety and Health develops programs
and policies to protect the workers and the public, conducts inde-
pendent oversight of performance, and funds health effects studies.
The Committee recommendation is $81,801,000, a $4,000,000 in-
crease above the budget request. The Committee recommendation
provides $16,500,000 for the former Worker Health Screening pro-
gram, an increase of $4,000,000 over the budget request.

Reorganization of the Environment, Safety, and Health Office.—
In August 2006, the Department chose to abolish the existing Envi-
ronment, Safety and Health (EH) organization and assign its func-
tions to a number of other DOE offices, with primary responsibility
resting with a new Office of Health, Safety and Security. While the
Committee has no objective information to show that the new ar-
rangement is performing better or worse than the previous EH or-
ganization, the Committee recognizes the authority of the Sec-
retary to reorganize the Department in order to improve perform-
ance and accountability. However, the Committee reserves its own
authority to determine the appropriations the Department receives
for given activities in a fiscal year. In the case of the EH organiza-
tion, which clearly involved moving funds from one organization to
another in a manner inconsistent with the budget request or with
the final appropriation, the Department refused to submit a re-
programming request to the House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations.

There were two consequences to this decision by the Department.
First, in the year-long Continuing Resolution for Fiscal Year 2007
(P.L. 110-5), Congress eliminated the long-standing transfer au-
thority that the Department used to execute the EH reorganiza-
tion. Second, the Committee for fiscal year 2008 provides funding
for the EH-related functions to the original pre-reorganization of-
fices within DOE. The Committee does not fund the new Office of
Health, Safety and Security as proposed by the Department in the
budget request.

Reprogramming requirement.—Per Committee reprogramming
guidance and Department of Energy reprogramming guidelines, a
reprogramming request submitted to the Committee for consider-
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ation is required to implement any reorganization proposal which
includes moving previous appropriations between appropriation ac-
counts. The Committee will not recognize any Departmental shift
of previous appropriations for the Office of Environment, Safety
and Health until a reprogramming request is submitted by the De-
partment to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations.

Government Accountability Office (GAO) Report.—The Committee
directs the GAO to prepare a report on the programmatic impacts
of the proposed dissolution of the Environment, Safety, and Health
organization and the reorganization of the Office of Security at the
Department. A preliminary report is due to the Committee on Au-
gust 31, 2007.

LEGACY MANAGEMENT

The Committee recommendation transfers the Office of Legacy
Management to the Office of Environmental Management and pro-
vides the funding within the defense Environmental Management
account.

FUNDING FOR DEFENSE ACTIVITIES IN IDAHO

The Committee recommendation includes $75,949,000 to fund
the defense-related (050 budget function) activities at the Idaho
National Laboratory (INL).

DEFENSE RELATED ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT

The Committee recommendation includes $99,000,000, the same
as the budget request, to provide administrative support for pro-
grams funded in the atomic energy defense activities accounts. This
will fund Departmental activities performed by offices such as the
Secretary, Deputy Secretary and Under Secretaries, the General
Counsel, Chief Financial Officer, Human Resources, Congressional
Affairs, and Public Affairs, which support the organizations and ac-
tivities funded in the atomic energy defense activities accounts.

OFFICE OF HEARINGS AND APPEALS

The Office of Hearings and Appeals (OHA) is responsible for all
of the Department’s adjudicatory processes, other than those ad-
ministered by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. The
Committee recommendation is $4,607,000, the same as the budget
request.

FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

The Committee recommendation for funding adjustments in-
cludes an offset of $3,003,000 for the safeguards and security
charge for reimbursable work and $990,000 use of prior year bal-
ances in the Office of Security and Performance Assurance, the
same as the budget request.
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DEFENSE NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

Appropriation, 2007 ........cceecviiieiieeiiiiee e e et e et eesareeeanes $346,500,000
Budget estimate, 2008 292,046,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........ooooviiviiiiiiieiiieeeee e 292,046,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccceevieriiieniienie et —54,454,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ...........coooiiiieiieeeeee e -
DEFENSE NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

The Committee recommendation is $292,046,000, the same as
the budget request. Combined with the funding recommended for
the Nuclear Waste Disposal, this will provide a total of
$494,500,000 for nuclear waste disposal activities in fiscal year
2008.

POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS

Management of the Federal power marketing functions was
transferred from the Department of Interior to the Department of
Energy by the Department of Energy Organization Act (P.L. 95—
91). These functions include the power marketing activities author-
ized under section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 and all other
functions of the Bonneville Power Administration, the South-
eastern Power Administration, the Southwestern Power Adminis-
tration, and the power marketing functions of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation that have been transferred to the Western Area Power
Administration.

All power marketing administrations except the Bonneville
Power Administration are funded annually with appropriated
funds. Revenues collected from power sales and transmission serv-
ices are deposited in the treasury to offset expenditures.

Operations of the Bonneville Power Administration are self-fi-
nanced under the authority of the Federal Columbia River Trans-
mission System Act (P.L. 93-454). Under this Act, the Bonneville
Power Administration is authorized to use its revenues to finance
the costs of its operations, maintenance, and capital construction,
and to sell bonds to the Treasury if necessary to finance any addi-
tional capital program requirements.

The Committee rejects the Administration’s proposal to recover
expenses related to operations and maintenance activities and pro-
gram direction expenditures using offsetting collections and the
proposal to increase the power marketing administration rates to
reflect market based rates.

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION

The Bonneville Power Administration is the Department of Ener-
gy’s marketing agency for electric power in the Pacific Northwest.
Bonneville provides electricity to a 300,000 square mile service
area in the Columbia River drainage basin. Bonneville markets the
power from Federal hydropower projects in the Northwest, as well
as power from non-Federal generating facilities in the region, and
exchanges and markets surplus power with Canada and California.
The Committee recommendation provides no new borrowing au-
thority during fiscal year 2008.
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHEASTERN POWER

ADMINISTRATION
Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccveieeiieeeeiee et e e e e rr e e anes $5,602,000
Budget estimate, 2008 6,463,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........c.oooeiuiiieiiiiieeieeeeee e 6,463,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 .......cccceecieeriiieeeiiieeeree e enreeereeeeereees +861,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccceeiiiiiiiiiiieee e -———

The Southeastern Power Administration markets the hydro-
electric power produced at 23 Corps of Engineers Projects in eleven
states in the southeast. Southeastern does not own or operate any
transmission facilities, so it contracts to “wheel” its power using
the existing transmission facilities of area utilities.

The Committee recommendation for the Southeastern Power Ad-
ministration is $6,463,000, the same as the budget request. The
total program level for Southeastern in fiscal year 2007 is
$54,876,000, with $48,413,000 for purchase power and wheeling
and $6,463,000 for program direction. The purchase power and
wheeling costs will be offset by collections of $48,413 provided in
this Act. Additionally, Southeastern has identified $13,802,000 in
alternative financing for purchase power and wheeling that is not
reflected in these totals.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHWESTERN POWER

ADMINISTRATION
Appropriation, 2007 .......ccceeeeriereevereereeeereereeeeeeeere e eres s esereereereanes $29,998,000
Budget estimate, 2008 30,442,000
Recommended, 2008 .......... 30,442,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ........cccceevieriiieiienieeie et +444,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ...........ccociiiieiieeeeee e e -

The Southwestern Power Administration markets the hydro-
electric power produced at 24 Corps of Engineers projects in the
six-state area of Arkansas, Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, Oklahoma
and Texas. Southwestern operates and maintains 1,380 miles of
transmission lines, with the supporting substations and commu-
nications sites. Southwestern gives preference in the sale of its
power to publicly and cooperatively owned utilities.

The Committee recommendation for the Southwestern Power Ad-
ministration is $30,442,000, the same as the budget request. The
total program level for Southwestern in fiscal year 2008 is
$65,442,000, including $5,674,000 for operating expenses,
$35,000,000 for purchase power and wheeling, $21,337,000 for pro-
gram direction, and $3,431,000 for construction. The offsetting col-
lections total of $35,000,000 from collections for purchase power
and wheeling yields a net appropriation of $30,442,000. Addition-
ally, Southwestern has identified $18,050,000 in alternative financ-
ing for program direction, operations and maintenance, construc-
tion, and purchase power and wheeling that is not reflected in
these totals.
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CONSTRUCTION, REHABILITATION, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE,
WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccveieeiieeeeiee et e e e e rr e e anes $232,326,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 201,030,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........c.oooeiuiiieiiiiieeieeeeee e 201,030,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 .......cccceecieeriiieeeiiieeeree e enreeereeeeereees —31,296,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........cccoeviiiiiiiiiieeee e -———

The Western Area Power Administration is responsible for mar-
keting the electric power generated by the Bureau of Reclamation,
the Corps of Engineers, and the International Boundary and Water
Commission. Western also operates and maintains a system of
transmission lines nearly 17,000 miles long. Western provides elec-
tricity to 15 Central and Western states over a service area of 1.3
million square miles.

The Committee recommendation for the Western Area Power Ad-
ministration is $201,030,000, the same as the budget request. The
total program level for Western in fiscal year 2007 is $463,669,000,
which includes $15,000,000 for construction and rehabilitation,
$41,300,000 for system operation and maintenance, $258,702,000
for purchase power and wheeling, and $141,500,000 for program di-
rection. The Committee recommendation includes $7,167,000 for
the Utah Mitigation and Conservation Fund.

Offsetting collections total $262,639,000; with the use of
$3,937,000 of offsetting collections from the Colorado River Dam
Fund (as authorized in P.L. 98-381), this requires a net appropria-
tion of $201,030,000. Additionally, Western has identified
$242,242.,000 in alternative financing for program direction, oper-
ations and maintenance, construction and rehabilitation, and pur-
chase power and wheeling that is not reflected in these totals.

FALCON AND AMISTAD OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE FUND

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceieeiieeeeiiee e eree et e e e e e e e nanes $2,665,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 2,500,000
Recommended, 2008 .........c.c.oooeiiiiieiiiiieecieeeeeee e 2,500,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 .......cccceeeiieerriieeniiieenree e nre e reeeeereees —165,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccccoeviiiiiiiiie e -———

Falcon Dam and Amistad Dam are two international water
projects located on the Rio Grande River between Texas and Mex-
ico. Power generated by hydroelectric facilities at these two dams
is sold to public utilities through the Western Area Power Adminis-
tration. The Foreign Relations Authorization Act for Fiscal Years
1994 and 1995 created the Falcon and Amistad Operating and
Maintenance Fund to defray the costs of operation, maintenance,
and emergency activities. The Fund is administered by the Western
Area Power Administration for use by the Commissioner of the
U.S. Section of the International Boundary and Water Commission.

The Committee recommendation is $2,500,000, the same as the
budget request.
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriation, 2007 $221,902,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ... 255,425,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........cooooiiiiiieeieeiiiiieeee e 255,425,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ...... +33,523,000

Budget estimate, 2008 -—=
Appropriation, 2007 —221,902,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ... — 255,425,000
Recommended, 2008 —255,425,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceevieriiieiienieeie et —33,523,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccccoooiiiiriiiieee e -——=

The Committee recommendation for the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission (FERC) is $255,425,000, the same as the budget
request. Revenues for FERC are established at a rate equal to the
budget authority, resulting in a net appropriation of $0.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee’s detailed funding recommendations for programs
in Title IIT are contained in the following table.
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
(AMGUNTS IN THOUSANDS)
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ENERGY EFFICENCY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY

Hydrogen Technology

Biomass and Biorefinery Systems R&D................ ...
Solar energy
Wind energy
Geothermal technology
Hydropower
vehicle technologies...
Building technologies...
Industrial technologies

Federal Energy Management Program:
Departmental energy management program
Federal energy management program

Subtotal, Federal Energy HManagement Program.....

Facitities and infrastructure:
National Renewable Energy Laboratory {NREL)
NREL Solar eguipment recapitalization
NREL South-table Mountain infrastructure
NREL energy systems integration facility
Strategic investment facilities

Construction

07-EE-01 Integrated biorefinery research facility,
NREL, Golden, CO

06-EE-01 Research support facility Project-1
NREL, Golden, CO

Total, Construction

Total, Facilities and infrastructure
Program Support

Program Direction

Total, Renewable Energy and Energy Conservation

Federal energy assistance
Weatherization assistance
Training and technical assistance

Subtotal, Weatherization........................

Other:
State energy program
State energy activities
International renewable energy program.
Tribal energy activities
Renewable energy production incentive..
Asia pacific

Subtotal, Other

Total, Federal erergy assistance

TOTAL, ENERGY EFFICENCY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY

FY 2007 FY 2008 House
Enacted Request Recommended
183,551 213,000 194,800
199,687 179,263 250,000
159,372 148,304 200,000
49,319 40,069 57,500
5,000 .-- 44,258
- .- 22,000
188,024 176,138 235, 441
104,329 86,456 146,456
56,563 45,998 87,000
. “es 3,000
19,480 16,791 24,000
19,480 16,791 27,000
24,038 6,982 6,982
8,000
-- 13,000
77,000
-- .- 80,717
20,000 .- one
63,000 .- ane
83,000 .- .-
107,038 6,082 195,699
10,930 13,281 18,830
99,264 105,013 110,013
1,192,554 1,031,298 1,558,897
200,000 138,450 241,000
4,550 4,550 4,550
204,550 144,000 245,550
49,4587 45,501 49,451
9,348
9,473 ... 10,000
3,957 2,957 5,000
4,946 4,948 4,948
7,500
77,181 60,904 69,397
281,73 204,904 314,947
1,474,285 1,236,199 1,873,844
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DEPARTHENT OF ENERGY
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

FY 2007 FY 2008 House
Enacted Request Recommended
5600 ELECTRICITY DELIVERY AND ENERGY RELIABILITY
5700  High temperature superconductivity R&D 47,000 28,186 28,186
6300 Visjualization and controls........... . 25,054 25,305 25,305
6400 Energy storage and power electonics P 2,900 6,803 6,803
8500 Distributed systems integration.... ................. 24,189 25,700 25,700
6600 Total, Research and development................... 99,143 85,904 85,904
6800 Operations and analysis.. . ... oo i i it 20,500 11,556 30,780
8900 Program direction. . ... .. oottt 17,357 17,387 17,387
7400 TOTAL, ELECTRICITY DELIVERY AND ENERGY RELIABILITY 137,000 114,937 134,161
7500 NUCLEAR ENERGY
7600 University reactor infrastructure and education assist 16,547 ... EETS
7700 Nuclear power 2010, .. .. .\ttt iarcann 80,291 114,000 80,291
7900 Research and development
8100  Generation IV nuclear energy systems initiative..... 35,586 36,145 115,145
8200 Nuclear hydrogen initiative................. ... ... 19,265 22,800 19,265
8220 Total. Research and development................... 54,851 58,745 134,410
8280 Fuel Cycle Facilities
8300 Advanced fuel cycle initiative...................... 167,484 385,000 120,000
8340  MOX fuel fabrication facilities
8380 HOX consStruction. .. ...t --- 142,848
8380 MOX other project costs 25,000
8400 Total, Fuel Cycle Facilities............ccoiivit 167,484 395,000 287,849
8500 Infrastructure
8600 Radicloegical facilities management
8700 Space and defense infrastructure.................. 30,650 35,110 35,110
8800 Medical isotopes infrastructure................... 15,634 14,964 14,864
9400 Enrichment facility and uranium management........ 481
9500 Research reactor infrastructure ... 2,947 2,947
8520 Qak Ridge nuclear infrastructure (R 10,000
9600 Subtotal, Radiological facilities management.... 46,775 53,021 83,021
g700 Idaho facilities management
9800 INL Operations and infrastructure......... ... ..., 107,893 104,713 122,263
9900 INL infrastructure
10000 Construction
10100 06-E-200 Project engineering and design
10200 (PED), INL, ID.. ... i iiiiiiiiiiinrianas 6,030
10800 Subtotal, Ideho facilities management........... 113,723 104,713
10900 Idaho sitewide safeguards and security.............. 75,9189
11000 Total, Infrastructure.........ooiivivivninnrrnrnens 236,417 157,734 261,233
11200 Program direction. ... . i i i s 82,600 76,224 71,393
11300 Subtotal, Nuclear Energy..........ovivvivionrennns 618,180 801,703 835,176
1140C Funding from other defense activities................. -122,634 -75,849
11500 Funding from Naval Reactors............iiinivnnannan -13,385

11700 TOTAL, NUCLEAR ENERGY.............oviiinivinnnn. 482,191 801,703 759,227
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DEPARTHMENT OF ENERGY
(AHOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

FY 2007 FY 2008 House

Enacted Request Recommended
11710 ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH
11720 Office of Environment, Safety and Health (non-defense} 7,848
11740 Program direction. ... ... it 19,993
11760 TOTAL, ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH............. 27,841
12200 OFFICE OF LEGACY MANAGEMENT
12300 Legacy management. . ... ...ttt reiiriira s 33,187 35,104
12600 TOTAL, ENERGY SUPPLY AND CONSERVATION............. 2,154,504 2,187,943 2,767,232
12700 CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY
12800 Deferral of unobligated balances, FY 20056........... 257,000 ..
12900 Deferral of unobligated balances, FY 2007.... . -257,000
13000 Deferral of unobligated balances, FY 2008.... 257,000 257,000
13200 Rescission, uncommitted balances............. -149,000 -149,000
13300 Transfer to Fossil Energy R& (CCPIY......... -58,000 -58,000
13400  Transfer to Fossil Energy R&D (FutureGen} -108,000 -108,000
13500 Total, Clean Coal Technology................c..s “e -58,000 -58,000
13600 FUSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
13700 Clean coal power initiative 60,433 73,000 73,000
13800  FUlUFeBBN. ..ot cr ittt er et e eaneas 54,000 108,000 108,000
13900 Fuels and Power Systems:
14000 Innovations for existing plants................... 16,015 .- 50,000
14100 Advanced integrated gasification combined cycle... 56,9852 50,000 50,000
14200 Advanced turbines...... ..o 20,000 22,000 22,000
14300 Carbon sequestration.. .. 100,000 79,077 131,577
14400 Fuels....... [ 22,127 10,000 10,000
14500 Fuel cells............... . .. 63,352 62,025 62.025
14600 Advanced research. ... ... viriiniiiiiiiiieneaanns 32,868 22,500 50,000
14900 Subtotal, Fuels and power systems............... 311,314 245,602 375,602
15000 Subtotal, Coal. ... i e 425,747 426,602 556,602
15400  Natural Gas Technologies........cvvvrvrviinennnnnann 12,000 - 12,000
15200 Petroteum - 0i1 Technologies. 2,700 2,700
15400 Program direction............ 129,803 129,873 127,273
15500 Plant and Capital Equipment 12,000 ---
15600 Feossil energy environmental restoration . 9,715 8,870 8,570
16000  Special recruitment programs..........c.civiiiinn 656 6586 6586
16400 Total, FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCK AND DEVELOPHENT. .. 592.621 566,801 708,801
16700 NAVAL PETROLEUM AND QIL SHALE RESERVES................ 21,316 17,301 17,301
17200 STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE................coviiiiuann 164,441 331,809 163,472
17300 NORTHEAST HOME HEATING OIL RESERVE.................... 5,000 5,325 5,325
17400 ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION..................... 90,653 105,095 105,085
17500 NON-DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP
17600 West Valley Demonstration Project...............vcven. 78,581 54,385 60,895
17700 Gaseous Diffusion PIants.... ... iiianncnninnnsis 66,860 38,120 84,620
17800 Depleted Uranium Hexafluoride Conversion, 02-U-101.... 52,179
17900 Fast Flux Test Reactor Facility (WA)................., 34,843 10,342 10,342
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18000 Smail Sites:
18100  Argonne National Lab........ ..ot 10,726 2,437 2,437
18200  Brookhaven National Lab. o 28,860 23,699 33.699
18300  Idaho National Lab......... 7,000 5,400 5,400
18400  Consolidated Business Center:
18500 California Site support.......viviiiieeni i, 160 160 160
18600 Inhalation Toxicology Lab...... 3,358 427 427
18700 Lawrence Berkeley National Lab 1,710 —.
18800 Stanford Linear Accelerator (enter.. 5,720 5,800 5,800
18900 Energy Technology Engineering Center.. P 16,000 13,000 20,000
19000 Los Alamos Nationmal Lab............... 1,028 1,008 1,905
19200 HOBD. . P 28,056 23,952 23,952
19400 Completed sites administration and support........ 14,599 1,200 1,200
18500 Subtotal, Consolidated Business Center.,........ 70,628 46,544 53,544
19600 Subtotal, small sites..........ovvvviiniinona s 117,214 78,080 95,080
18620 Legacy management. . ... coviviirrr v etenanisiiiairnanes e 35,104
18700 TOTAL, NON-DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP........ 349,687 180,937 286,041
19800 URANIUM ENRICHHENT DECONTAMINATION AND DECOMMISSIONING
18600 FUND
20000 Decontamination and decommissioning................... 536,806 553,509 588,758
20100 Uranium/thorium reimbursement.......... ..., 19,800 20,000 20,000
20400  TOTAL, UEDAD FUND/URANIUM INVENTORY CLEANUP. . ....... 556,606 573,509 818,758
20500 SCIENCE
20600 High energy physics
207060 Proton accelerator-based physics................ ... 374,733 389,672 389,672
20800 Electron accelerator-based physics............cc.... 104,127 79,763 79.763
20800 Non-accelerator physics...................... .. 59,865 72,430 72,430
21000  Theoretical physics . 56,407 56,909 56,909
21100  Advanced technology R&D....... .. ... .. ... ...l 166,654 183,464 183,464
21800 Total, High energy physics. ... iivir i ionons 782,238 782,238
21900 Nuclear physSiCS. . .ivn it et airiiiirainns 453,619 453,619
22000  Construction
22100 07-8C-02 Electron beam ion source Brookhaven
22200 National Laboratory, NY........ .. ooty 5,000 4,200 4,200
22300 06-SC-01 Project engineering and design (PED)
22400 12 GeV continuous electron beam accelerator
22500 facility upgrade, Thomas Jefferson National
22600 Accelerator facility (was project 07-$C-001),
22700 Newport News, VA...........oiiiiiiiiiinnnon.,.. 7.000 13,500 13,500
22800 06-8C-02 Project engineering and design (PED),
22000 Electron beam ion source, Brookhaven National
23000 Laboratory, Upton, NY. ... ... . iy 120 .-
231060 Total, Nuclear phySics. ... .c..viiiiiineiiiiian.. 422,766 471,319 471,319
23200 Biological and environmental research
233060 Bioltogical research........ ... i, 349,097 393,773 423,773
23400 Climate change research..............coiiirunnann 134,398 138,124 158,124

23600 Total, Biological and environmental research.... 483,495 531,897 581,887
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23700 Basic energy sciences

23800
23900
24000
24100
24200
24300
24400
24500
24800
24700
24800
24900
25000
25100

25200
25300

25400
25500

25600

25700

25800

25800

26200

26500

26600

Research
Materials sciences and engineering research,......
Chemical sciences, geosciences and energy
DIOSCIBNCES. ...ttt
Subtotal, Research. ... ... . civiiiiiiiiinieanenn,
Construction
08-SC-01 Advanced light source (ALS) user support
building, LBNL, CA..... ... . . i,
08-SC-10 Project engineering and design (PED)
Photon ultrafast Taser science and engineering
{PULSE) building renovation, SLAC, CA...........
08-8C-11 Photon uitrafast laser science and
engineering (PULSE) building renovation,
SLAC, CA. ..ttt e e

07-8C-06 Project engineering and design {PED)
National Synchrotron light source IT (NSLS-II)..

07-8C-12 Project engineering and design (PED)
Advanced 1ight source user building, LBNL.......

05-R-320 LINAC coherent light source (LCLS).......
05-R-321 Center for functional nanomaterials (BNL)
04-R-313 The molecular foundry (LBNL).............
03-8C-002 Project engineering & design (PED) SLAC.
03-R-313 Center for Integrated Nanotechnology.....

Subtotal, Comstruction,............... ... ccioie,

Total, Basic energy sciences.............vvvvvnnn,

26800 Advanced scientific computing research................
26900 Fusion energy SCiences program..........covivvrarasons

27000 Science laboratories infrastructure

27100
27200

27400
27500

27600
27700

28000
28100
28200

28300

28400

28500
28600

{aboratories facilities support
Infrastructure support.. ... .. . ... i iy

Construction
07-8C-06 Physical science facilities, PNNL......

07-8C-04 Science laboratories infrastructure
project engineering and design (PED)..........

03-8C-001 Science laboratories infrastructure
HMEL-001 Multiprogram energy laboratory
infrastructure projects, various locations....

Subtotal, Construction........ .covviviiiiinan.

Subtotal, Laboratories facilities support.......

Oak Ridge Yandlord..............
Excess facilities disposal

898,481

226,740

1,083,219

283,956

1,093,218

283,956

1,125,221

3,000

1,500
101,000
18,864
257

181

1,377,175

17,200

950

8,450

45,000

51,356

366

1,377,175

17,200

950

6,450

45,000

51,356

368

1,250,250

283,415
318,950

1,520

10,000

1,488,497

340,198
427,850

1,520

63,529

1,498,487

340,198
427,850

1,520

128,529

130,049

5,079
16,678
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28700 Total, Science laboratories infrastructure........ 41,9886 78,95 151,806
28800 Safeguards and SeCurily. ... ...t 75,830 76,582 76,592
28800 Workforce development for teachers and scientists..... 7.852 11,000 11,000
29000 Science preogranm direction
20100 Field of fices. . .. it ittt 95,716 104,193 104,193
29200  HeadQuartersS. .. ... ...t iiiiiiniis i 70,753 80,741 74,097
28400 Total, Science program direction.................. 168,469 184,934 178,290
28600 Subtotal, SCIence. ... ... i s 3,802,899 4,403,481 4,519,687
20800 Less security charge for reimbursable work............ -§,605 -5,605 -5,605
28900 TOTAL, SCIENCE. ........ .o 3,797,294 4,397,876 4,514,082
30000 NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL
30100 Repository Program. .. .c..vrers i iasicannsrsn 33,568 127,780 127,780
30300 Program direction. ... ..ot iiiiiii i 65,640 74,674 74,674
30600 TOTAL, NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL..................... 99,206 202,454 202,454
30620 ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH
30840 Office of Environment, Safety and Health {non-defense) 9,494
30880 Program direCtion. . ... . it i .- 22,131
30680 TOTAL, ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH............. .- .- 31,625
30690 Innovative Technology Loan Guarantee Program
30695 administrative operations........... .. ... .an 8,390
30700 DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION
30800 Administrative operations
30900 Salaries and expenses
31000 Office of the Secretary..... .. .oviiiiiniiiiiviann 5,429 5,787 5,787
31100 Board of contract appeals 147 ..
31200 Chief financial officer.. . 38,044 40,260 40,280
31300 Management............... 54,161 63,938 60,725
31400 Human capital management. 22,107 28,161 28,161
31600 Chief information officer 32,172 47,502 47,502
31600 Congressional and intergovernmental affairs 4,813 4,762 4,762
31700 Economic impact and diversity.............. 5,477 5,648 5,649
31800 General counsel............. P 23,202 30,078 27,086
32060 Policy and international affairs........... 15,054 18,948 18,948
32100 Public affairs.... .. ... ... . vt . 4,493 3,860 3,880
32200 Loan guarantee office.. ... ... .. . o i, 7,000 .-- 2,390
32300 Subtotal, Salaries and expenses................. 218,009 248,844 245,130
32400 Program support
32500 Hinority economic dmpact.........oooiiiiiiuay 677 834 834
32600 Policy analysis and system studies................ 389 25 625
32700 Environmental policy studies........ovvvininennnas 558 531 531
32800 Climate change technology program {prog. supp).... 501 1,068 1,066
32900 Cybersecurity and secure communications...,..... o 43,075 35,184 35,184
33000 Corporate management information program.......... 22,825 28,421 28,421
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33100 Subtotal, Program support........ .. ...t 68,025 66,661 66,681
33200 Competitive sourcing initiative (A-76).............. 2,464 1,770
33300 Total, Administrative operations.................. 289,588 317,875 311,791
33400 Cost of work for others.............oieivenovinnne 74,243 91,981 91,991
33500 Subtotal, Departmental Administration............. 383,831 409,366 403,782
33600 Funding from other defense activities................. -86,099 -98,000 -99,000
33800 Total, Departmental administration (gross)........ 276,832 310,366 304,782
33900 Miscallaneous FevenUeS, ... v iiratiinrcnarcarrareons -123,000 -161,818 -181,818
34000 TOTAL, DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION (net).......... 153,832 148,548 142,964
34100 Office of Inspector General............c.ccovivnirennn... 41,818 47,732 47,732
34400 ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES
34500 NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION
34600 WEAPONS ACTIVITIES
34700 Life extension program
34800 B81 Life extension program 58,302 83,115 63,115
34300 W76 Life extension program 183,566 175,571 175,571
35000 W80 Life extension program 12,491 N
35100 Subtotal, Life extension program................ 264,358 238,688 238,886
35200 Stockpile systems
35300 861 Stockpile systems 67,878 75,081 75,001
35400 W62 Stockpile systems.... 2,075 2,183 2,183
35500 W76 Stockpile systems 62,481 69,238 89,238
35600 W78 Stockpile systems 38,667 38,991 38,991
35700 W80 Stockpile systems.... 36,558 32,372 5,000
35800 B83 Stockpile systems.... 24,412 25,012 25,012
36000 W87 Stockpile systems 63,098 57,147 57,147
38100 W88 Stockpile systems 41,024 46,713 46,713
36200 Subtotal, Stockpile systems............co.cvunnn 336,194 348,717 319,345
36300 Reliable replacement warhead........... ... ... 0nunun 35,846 88,769
36400 Weapons dismantlement and disposition............... 75,000 52,250 173,250
36500  Stockpile services
36600 Production support. .. ... .. i 258,722 284,979 250,000
36700 Research and development support.................. 68,245 33,329 33,329
36800 Research and development certification and safety. 194,908 181,984 161,984
36900 Management, tschnology. and production............ 166,928 205,576 160,000
37000 Responsive infrastructure. . ... ......covniivnnunnns 25,430 14,946
37100 Subtotal, Stockpile services.................... 714,323 720,814 605,313

37200 Total, Directed stockpile work...........c.uvuvnns 1,425,722 1,447,238 1,336,594
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37300 Campaigns
37400 Science campaign
37500 Primary assessment technologies................... 54,844 63,527 40,000
37600 Test readiness. ... ... ... ..oiiiiinans . 14,644 - 20,000
37700 Dynamic materials properties.. 84,238 88,014 85,000
37800 Advanced radiography............. .. 36,387 30,995 20,895
37800 Secondary assessment technologies................. 80,345 80,539 55,538
38000 Subtotal, Science campaigns...........vvvvvvinnn 270,458 273,075 201,534
38100  Engineering campaign
38200 Enhanced SUFeLY. .. ... ..o iiaicuinoranaranrennans 28,666 24,803 24,803
38300 Weapons system engineering assessment techno]ogy . 21,102 19,691 18,691
38400 Nuclear survivability.. , 15,862 8,813 8,813
38500 Enhanced surveillance 87,533 80,614 80,614
38600 Microsystem and engineering science applications
38700 {MESA}, other project costs..............oivinns 4,603 7,630 7,830
38800 Construction
38900 01-D-108 MWicrosystem and engineering science
39000 applications (MESA). SNL, Albuguerque, NM... 6,820 11,188 11,188
39100 Subtotal, MESA. ... ... ... ... ... 11,523 18,828 18,828
39200 Subtotal, Engineering campaign............v.vh., 162,786 152,749 152,748
39300 Inertial confinement fusion ignition and high yield
38400 campaign:
39500 Ignition. . e e 78,827 97,837 112,537
39600 Support of stockpile programs.........covcivvuvnn. 5,872
39700 NIF diagnostics, cryogenics and experimental
38800 SUPPOT L. L i 45,859 87,935 85,935
38300 Pulsed power inertial confinement fusion.......... 9,584 10,440 10,440
40000 University grants/other ICF support............... 12,186 -
40100 Joint program in high energy density
4G200 Taboratory plasmas. .......v..viitii iy . 3,213 ...
40300 Facility operations and target production......... 53,796 86,083 114,383
40400 Inertial fusion technology................. . 26,412 40,000
40500 NIF demonstration program........c...covuve e 143,438 138,912 150,612
40600 High-energy petawatt laser development 2,213
40700 Subtotal. ... . e e e 378,287 402,120
40800 Construction
40900 96-D-111 National ignition facility, LLNL....... 111,419 10,138 10,139
41000 Subtotal, Inertial confinement fusion........... 489,706 412,259 524,046
41100  Advanced simulation and computing................... 611,973 585,738 535,738
41700  Pit manufacturing and certification
41800 W88 pit manufacturing 162,709 155,838 100,000
41900 W88 pit certification. 55,536 45,999 30,000
42000 Pit manufacturing capamH’cy 34,147 54,478 20,000
42300 Consolidated plutonium center: other project cost 24,9814 .
42400 Subtotal, Pit manufacturing and certification... 242,392 281,230 150,000
42500 Readiness campaign
42600 Stockpile readiness...........vvviiiiiiiininnnsnss 21,964 18,924 18,924
427060 High explosives and weapon operations. 19,256 9,835 9,835
42800 Non-nuclear readiness PR 31,139 25,592 25,592
42900 Advanced design and production technologies....... 51,600 33,587 33,587

43000 Tritium readiness. ... . i i 77,745 73,231 73,231
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1,866,220

96,353
81,044
270,582
£6,127
95,012
156,872
97,410
188,581
107,344

1,725,236

76,353
101,044
200,000

66,127
140,012
106,872

77,410
248,561

25,000

1,159,306

71,466
69,962
19,184
35,133

1,041,379

71,466
72,962
22,184
35,133

1,355,050

7,000

25,300

8,000

2,500

26,872

23,862

6,719

95,588

1,243,124

7,000

25,300

6,000

2,500

26,672

63,862

6,719

FY 2007
Enacted
43400 Subtotal, Readiness campaign.................... 201,713
43500 Total., Campaigns. vt ie it ey 1,879,028
43700 Readiness in technical base and facilities (RTBF)
43800 Operations of facilities
43900 Kansas City Plant. .. ... . . i ..
44000 tawrence Livermore National Laboratory...... .
44100 Los Alamos National Laboratory..............
44200 Nevada Test Site............... “a-
44300 Pantex............vnein .
44400 Sandia national Laboratory .-
44500 Savannah River Site......
44800 Y-12 Productions Plant..,.
44700 Institutional Site Support .
44800 Operations of facilities....................00vcs 1,150,141
44900 Subtotal, operstions of facilities.............. 1,150,141
45100  Program readingss. ... ... it 75,167
45300  Material recycle and recovery 69,882
45400 Containers. ...... . .oouunnns e 20,130
45500 3 T T -G 35,285
45700 Subtotal, Readiness in technical base and fac..... 1,350,705
45800  Construction
45800 08-D-801 High pressure fire loop {HPFL) Pantex, TX .
46000 08-0-802 High explosive pressing facility
46100 Pantex Plant, Amerillo, TX................0vus ---
46200 08-D-804 TA-55 Reinvestment project
46300 Los Almos National Laboratory {LANL}............ .-
48600 07-D-140 Project engineering and design (PED),
46700 various Jocations. ... ... ... ... . i iiiciin oy .--
46800 07-D-220 Radioactive liquid waste treatment
46900 facility upgrade project, LANL..................
47000 06-D-140 Project engineering and design (PED),
47100 various 106ations. .. ...iiiiiiiii i i 186,577
47200 06-D-402 NTS replace fire stations 1 & 2
473060 Nevada Test Site, NV.... ... . it 13,919
47400 06-D-403 Tritium facility modernization
47500 Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory,
47600 Livermore, CA ... . i i 7.928
47800 05-D-140 Project engineering and design (PED),
48000 various 10Cations.. . ... o i 9,615
48300 05-D-402 Berylium capability (BEC) project, Y-12
48400 National security complex, Oak Ridge, TN........ 7,434
48500 04-D-103 Project engineering and design (PED),
48600 various 1ecations... ... it 3,478
48700 04-D-125 Chemistry and metallurgy facility
48800 replacement project, Los Alamos National
48900 Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM................... ... 53,422
49200 04-D-128 TA-18 mission relocation project, Los
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49300 Alamos Laboratory, Los Alamos, NM......... ... ... 24,1897 29,455 14,455
49600 03-D-103 Project engineering and design (PED),
49700 various 10Cations. . ....viiii i i 14,181 .-
50400 01-D-103 Project engineering and design (PED),
50500 various 10cations. .. ... .o 1,565 --- -
50600 01-D-124 HEU materials facility, Y-12 plant, Qak
50700 23R o= £ 110,182 77,000 77,800
50800 Subtotal, Construction...............coiniinne, 262,536 307,094 236,508
50900 Total, Readiness in technical base and facilities. 1,613,241 1,662,144 1,479,632
51000 Facilities and infrastructure recapitalization program 123,750 231,023 75,000
51100  Construction
51200 08-D-801 Hercury highway, Nevada Test Site, NV, ... .- 7.800 7,800
51300 08.0-602 Portable water system upgrades
51400 Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, TN................ ... ... 22,500 22.500
51500 07-D-253 TA 1 heating systems modernization
51600 {HSH) Sandia National Laboratory................ 14,500 13,000 13,000
51700 06-D-160 Project engioneering and design (PED),
51800 various 106ations. . .. ... it iy 2,700 .-
51900 08-D-601 Electrical distribution system
52000 upgrade, Pantex Plant, Amarillo, TX............. 6,429 2,500 2,500
52100 D8-D-6D2 Gas main and distribution system
52200 upgrade, Pantex Plant, Amarillo, TX............. 3,145 1,900 1,800
52360 06-D-603 Steam plant 1ife extension
52400 project (SLEP), Y-12 National Security Complex,
52500 Oak Ridge, TN.. ... . i it 17.811 15,020 15,020
526060 05.0-160 Facilities and infrastructure
52760 recapitalization program project
52800 engineering design {(PED), various locations
53700 Subtotal, Construction.................. .. ...,
53800 Total, Facilities and infrastructure
53900 recapitalization program..........cciennvnnnvenn, 169,383 293,743 137,720
54000 Secure transportation asset
54100  Operations and equipment 134,777 130,845 130,845
54200  Program direction..... ...........iiiiiiiiiiiiiiae, 74,760 84,801 84,801
54500 Total, Secure transportation asset................ 209,537 215,646 216,648
54600 Nuclear weapons incident response..................... 133,514 181,748 161,748

54700 Environmental projects and ogperations
54900 Long term stewardship.......... ... . . .ciinvuinan .- 17,518
65100 Safegquards and security

65200 Defense nuclear SeCUrity. .. ... vin i 656,653 721,318 741,318
55240 Cybersecurity. . v i i i e i 104,505 102,243 112,243
55300 Construction

55400 08-D-701 Nuclear materials S&8 upgrade project

55500 Los Almos National Laboratory................... 49,496 -
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55600 05-D-170 Project engineering and design (PED),
55700 various tocations. ... .ot - 8,000 8,000
55800 Haterial security and consolidation project,
55800 Idaho National Lab, ID.......................... .- e 50,000
56200 Subtotal, Construction...........oovvviiiiiinnnn . 57,496 §8,000
56300 Subtotal, Defense nucisar security.............. 781,158 881,057 911,561
56500 Subtotal, Safeguards and security................ 761,158 881,057 911,561
56600 Subtotal, Weapons activities........... ... ... .0, 6,291,583 6,545,312 5,968,137
56800 Less security charge for reimbursable work.. -33,000 -34,000 -34,000
56900 Transfer to Office of the Administrator............... 17,000
57000 Use of prior year balances.........cocvvenvivi oo -§5,000
57300 TOTAL, WEAPONS ACTIVITIES............coiiiivt 6,275,583 6,611,312 5,879,137
57600 DEFENSE NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION
57700 Nonproliferation and verification, R&D,............ ... 262,467 265,252 446,352
57800 Construction
57900 07-8C-05 Physical Science Facility, Pacific
58000 Northwest National Laboratory, Richland, WA..... 4,220 --- 37,961
58100 06-D-180 08-01 Project engineering and design(PED)
58200 National Security Laboratory, PNNL.............. 3,700 ..
58300  Subtotal, Nonproliferation & verification R & O..... 270,387 285,252 484,313
58400 Nonproliferation and international security........... 128,911 124,870 144,870
58500 International nuglear materials protection and
58600 COOPEratION. Lt it i i e e 472,730 371,771 831,771
59000 Elimination of weapons-grade plutonium production
59100 LT L . 225,754 181,593 191,593
59200 Fissile materials disposition
59300 U.S. surplus matsrials disposition................ 158,273 148,842
59440 U.8. uranium disposition. ....... ... .. it - 86,843 66,843
59500 Construction
59600 99-D-141 Pit disassembly and conversion
59700 facility, Savannsh River, SC.................. 48,289 80,000 ..
50800 99-D-143 Nixed oxide fuel fabrication facility,
59800 Savannah River, SC...... ... ... ..o iiinnns 262,500 333,848
60000 Subtotal, Conmstruction........................ 310,789 393,848
60400 Total, Fissile materials disposition............ 470,062 609,534 66,843
60600 Global threat reduction initiative 115,485 119,626 251,256

60640 International nuclear fuel bank....................... 100,000

60700 Subtotal, Defense Nucliear Nonproliferation...... 1,683,338 1,672,846 2,070,646

60740 Use of prior year balances - Russian Surplus Fissile
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80760
60780
80800
60820
60840
60860

60800

61000

61100
61200
61300
61400
81500

81600
81700
61800

81800
£§2000

82300
62400

82700

62800

62000

83200

63300

83320
63330
63340
83360
635620

63600

63700

63800

63900
64000
64200
64300
64400
64500

64600

Materials Disposition program........ ... civcvvene.
Use of prior ysar balances - Fissile Haterials

Disposition HOX construction Yime.......... ... ... ..
Use of prior year balances for Emergency Supplemental

for FY 1989 (H.R. 4328, P.L. 105-277)...............
Supplemental Appropriations - H. R. 2206 {emergency)..

TOTAL, DEFENSE NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION...........

NAVAL REACTORS

Naval reactors development..............cooiinienennne,
Transfer to Nuclear Energy.........vvcrvnnnensenvncrns
Construction
08-D-901 Shipping and receiving and warehouse
complex {SRWC), BAPL...........ciiiiiiiiinaians

08-D-190 Project engineering and design
Expended Core Facility M-280 recovering
discharge station, Naval Reactor Facility, ID...

07-D-190 Materials research technology complex
CARTC) oo e i e

05-N-800 Materials development facility building,
Schenectady, NY.. . ... ittt

Subtotal, Construction.............coviivinan.,

Total, Naval reactors development.................

Program direction. ... ... ittt
TOTAL, NAVAL REACTORS............... .. iiina.

Office of the Adminstrator

O0ffice of the Administrator........
Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation PN
A1l other Office of the Administrator.............

HBCU contribution from NNSA

ES @ Hitransfer.. ... i

TOTAL, OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR..............

TOTAL, NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION...

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP

Closure Sites:

Miamisburg. .
Rocky Flats,

Total, closure sites.....vvvvinvnioi i iinncnns

FY 2007 FY 2008 House
Enacted Request Recommended
.- .- -57,000

- .- -230,000

PN .- -100,000
135,000 - LR
1,818,339 1,672,646 1,683,646
734,283 765,519 765,519
13,385 .ne -
.- 9,000 9,000

e 550 550
1,488 450 450
1,287 .- .-
2,772 10,000 10,000
750,420 775,518 775,519
31,380 32,700 32,700
781,800 808,218 808,219
340,291 394,658 EER
- e 75,000

.. ane 312,751

.. -- 31,000

.- .- -2,872
340,291 394,656 415,879
9,216,013 9,386,833 8,786,881
1,295 285 295
56,648 11,834 11,834
254,754 .- -
39,868 30,308 30,308
115,487 .- .
468,053 42,437 42,437
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64700 Hanford Site:
84800  Nuclear material stabilization & disposition PFP.... 77,585 98,002 98,002
64800  SNF stabilization and disposition................... 136,086 98,815 99,815
85000 Nuclear facility D&D, river corridor closure project 210,755 215,221 238,221
65100 Solid waste stablilzation and dispesition 798 .-

85200  HAMMER facility..... .. o iiiiiiiniiinicnnnniiaenas

65400 Subtotal, 2012 accelerated completions.......... 425,204 413,038

65500 Solid waste stabilization & disposition - 2035...... 218,036 236,788 259,788
65600 Soil & water remediation - groundwater/vadose zone., 87,314 105,552 105,552
85700 Nuclear facility D&D - remainder of Hanford......... 83,231 98,753 118,153
65800 Operate waste disposal facility............ 3,199 3,329 3,329
86000 Richland community and regulatory support.. 18,332 19,620 19,620
66200 Subtotal, 2035 accelerated completions.......... 410,112 464,042 506,442
6300 Total, Hanford Site........ ... coviviiviiiansn 835,316 877,080 949,980
66400 Office of River Protection:

66600  01-D-18A Low activity waste facility 186,000 143,000 143,000
86700 01-D-168 Analytical laboratory.......... .. 59,000 45,000 45,000
66800  01-D-16C Balance of facilities.......... .. 57,000 72,000 72,000
86900  01-D-18D High-level waste facility...... N 177,000 177,000 118,000
67000 01-D-16E Pretreatment facility.......... .. 211,000 253,000 212,000
87100 Subtotal, Waste treatment & immobilization plant 690,000 880,000 580,000
87200 Tank Farm activities

87300 Rad Tiquid tank waste stabil. and disposition..... 276,656 272,872 272,972
67500 River protection community and regulatory support, 471 471 471
87600 Subtotal, Tank Farm activities.................. 277.127 273,443 273,443
87700 Total, Office of River Protection............... 967,127 963,443 863,443
87800 Idaho Netional Laboratory:

68000 Nuclear material stabilization and disposition...... 4,000 2,250 2,250
68100  SNF stabilization and disposition - 2012 ‘. 35,418 29,188 29,188
68200 Solid waste stabilization and disposition........... 215,210 168,623 208,000
68300 Radioactive liquid tank waste stabilization

£8400 and disposition.. .. ... i e s 65,514 81,616 61,616
68500 06-D-401, Sodium bearing waste treatment project, ID 31,000 112,800 112,800
88806  Soil and water remediation - 2012................... 92,520 112,389 112,389
68900 Nuclear facility D&D............ ... . .o i an, 79,562 13,373 70,785
69200 Idaho community and regulatory support.............. 3,683 3,787 3,787
69400 Total, Idasho National Laboratory................ 526,904 504,026 800,815
69500 NNSA:

698600 Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory.............. 24 138 8,680 8,680
69700  NNSA Service Center...............coounnns 27,222 29,0906 29,0886
69800  Nevada..........cooviiiniiiiiniiieiiiaiiiia, 79,668 81,106 81,106
69900 Kansas City Plant.... ... 1,897
70000 California site support. e 370 370 370
TO100  PBAREEX. st i i 23,726 12,414 12,411
70200 Sandia National Laboratories........................ 4,658 .- EEES
70300 Nevada off-sites B 5,132 .. .
70400 Los Alamos National Laboratory 139,800 139,487 139,467
70500 Total, NNSA sites and Nevada off-sites.......... 306,508 271,130 271,130

70600 Oak Ridge Reservation:
70800 Solid waste stabilization and disposition - 2012.... 82,887 72,285 72,285
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71000  Soil and water remediation - offsites............... 7,033 6,379 12,379
71100  Nuclear facility D&D, E. Tenn. Technology Park.. 3,353 3,353
71200  Nuclear facility D&D Y-12..... ... ... .l . 23,873 18,855 29,855
71300 Nuclear facility D&D ORNL.......... ... ... . vvunis 31,556 51,448 81,4456
71400  Solid waste stabilization & disp. - science
71500 CUPTENY B8N, ... ittt i e ieiatcnaiaanns 18,544
71900  OR reservation community & regulatory support....... 4,999 5,966 5,866
72000 Building 3010.. ... . i e e 35,500 20,000 50,000
72100 Total, Oak Ridge Reservation.............covvn. 203,862 179,284 235,284
72200 Savannah River site:
72300  Nuclear facility D&D..... ... il i 778 .-
72400  Nuclear material stabilization and disposition 2012, 243,848 “e
72500  04-D-423 Container surveillance capability in 235F.. ne 31,000 31,000
72600  04-D-414 Project Engineering and Design, 105-K...... 2,935 .-
72700 Subtotal, 2012 accelerated complietions.......... 247,561 31,000 31,000
72740  Nuclear material stabilization and disposition...... 86,841 311,811 226,811
72800 SR community and regulatory support............ ... 12,542 12,500 12,500
73100 Spent nuclesr fuel stabilization and disposition.... 26,184 31,133 31,133
73200  Solid waste stabilization and disposition........... 79,357 61,528 80,000
73300 Soil and water remediation PN 84,230 75,191 90,000
73400  Nuclear facility D&D....... ... ... i, 11,370 2,908 24,000
73500  Construction:
73600 08-D-414 Project engineering and design
73700 Plutonium Vitrification Facility, VL............ wee 15,000
73800 Subtotal, 2035 accelerated completions.......... 213,683 198,260 237,633
73500 Radioactive liquid tank waste stabil. & disposition. 513,808 524,018 524,018
74100  05-D-405, Salt waste processing facility............ 131,000 131,000
74300 03-D-414, Salt waste processing facility PED SR.. 51,500 10,001 10,001

74500 Subtotal, Tank farm activities..................

74600 Total, Savannah River site...................... 1,113,304 1,206,000 1,180,483

74700 Waste Isolation Pilot Plant:
74800 QOperate WIPP. ... ... . . ittty 138,569 133,018 133,018

74800 Central Characterization Project 27,550 32,898 32,888
75000  Transportation 37,584 27,134 27,134
75100  Community and regulatory support 25,118 26,689 26,689
75200 Total, Waste Isolation Pilot Plant.............. 228,818 219,739 219,739
75300 Program direction (EM & legacy management)............ 294,516 308,760 341,760
75400 Program support e 38,031 33,146 35,148
75500 Safeguards and Security:

75600 Waste Isolation Pilet Project............c.civiinncn 4,232 4,927 4,927
75700  Oak Ridge Reservation.........ooeriveinerionevnnennns 18,800 18,490 18,430
75B00  Fernald. .. .. ...ttt 377
76000 West Valley... 1,800 1,800 1,600
76100  Paducah....... . 8,707 5,000
76200 POrtSmMOUL . L e e e s 15,642 11,667 11,667
76300  Richland/Hanford Site 77,838 87,297 87,297
76500  Savannah River Site 148,626 149,400 148,400
76800 Total, Safeguards and Security.................. 275,920 273,381 278,381
76700 Technology development......... ... ... ... iiiirvnnn, 21,388 21,389 108,100
76800 Uranium enrichment D&D fund contribution. 452,000 483,000 463,000

76900 LegaCy management. .. ... .. .t .- .- 148,063
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77000 Material Consolidation Office .- .- §,000
77020 Canyons and pu vitrification............. ... ... --- 45,270
77040 Subtotal, Material consolidation................ - .- 50,270
77100 SUBTOTAL, DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL CLEAN UP........ 5,731,838 5,363,905 5,768,011
T7T140 ES & H transfer. ... .. i EER .- -1,450
77150 TOTAL, DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL CLEAN UP........... 5,731,839 5,363,808 5,766,581
77200 QTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES
77300 Health, safety and security
77400  Health, safety and security................... ..., aee 329,308 .-
77500 Program direction. . ... .. . ciincirrrranatsaann .- 109,043
77800 Total, Health, safety and security.............. - 429,348
78300 Office of Security and safety performance assurance
78400 Nuclear safeguards and security 196,546 . 234,000
78500 Security investigations 40,831 .- 37,000
78600 Program direction........ .. 78,818 - 75,949
78640 Use of prior year balances.........vvvvin ey o -990 -980
78700 Subtotal, Office of Security and safety
78800 performance @SSUranCe. ... ... .vmiuounaveriacs 313,895 -990 345,959
79000  Environment, safety and health (Defense)............ 60,304 .- 59,777
79100 Program direstion - EH.... .. . it ciiiiininen. 20,078 .- 22,024
79200 Subtotal, Environment, safety & health (Defense} 80,380 81,801
79300 Office of Legacy Management
79400 Legacy management. .. ... ree et 18,733 148,083
79500 Program direction. ... ... . i iiranniniincnnnn 11,202 11,000
79600 Subtotal, Office of Legacy Management........... 30,935 159,083
79700 Nuclear energy
79800 Infrastructure
79900 Idaho facilities management.................. ... 16,923
80000 Idaho sitewide safeguards and security.......... 75,949 75,948
80100 Subtotal, Infrastruture....................... 91.872 75,949
80200 Program direction... ... ... viiiiiiniiiiinnnaaas 30,844
80300 Subtotal, Nuclear energy..........coouvevnenencs 122,716 75,849
80400 Defense related administrative support 86,999 99,000
80800 Office of hearings and appeals........ccovvnunnnnnnn 4,349 4,807
80700 Subtotal, Other Defense Activities................ 636,274 768,977 §07,318
80900 Less security charge for reimbursable work............ -3,003 -3,003 -3,003
81000 TOTAL, OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES................... 636,271 763,974 604,313
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{AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

FY 2007 Fy 2008 House
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DEFENSE NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL
Defense nutlear waste disposal............. ... ..oy 348,500 292,046 292,048
TOTAL, ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES........... 15,930,623 15,806,758 15,448,801
POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS
SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADHINISTRATION
Operation and maintenance
Purchase power and wheeling 47,198 62,215 62,215
Program direction........... e 5,802 6,463 6,463
Subtotal, Operation and maintenance............... 52,800 68,678 68,678
Less alternative financing (PPW) -14,485 -13,802 -13,802
Offsetting cOYIeCtionsS. ... s -32,713 ~48,413 -48,413
TOTAL, SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION.......... 5,602 6,463 6,463
SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION
Operation and maintenance
Operating e@XpPenSES. .. ... viisisrtonreitasronrnncns 5,804 11,978 11,978
Purchase power and wheeling. 12,400 45,000 45,000
Program direction.......... o 20,782 22,214 22,214
ConsStruction. ... i i i i i e e 3,612 4,300 4,300
Subtotal, Operation and maintenance..,............ 42,398 83,482 83,482
Less alternative financing {for program direction).... “en -877 -877
Less alternative financing (ofr 0&M)............... ... .o -6,304 «8,304

83500
83600
83800

84100

84200

84300
84400
84500
84800
84700
84800

84900
85000
85100
85200
85300
85500
85600

85900

86000

86100

Less alternative financing (PPW)......... ... ... ... ...,
Less alternative financing {Const.). . ..
Offsetting collections ... ... ..o i,

TOTAL, SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION.......... 29,998 30,442 30,442
WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION
Operatien and maintenance
Construction and rehabilitation............... v e 80,205 52,915 62,915
Operation and maintenance 45,734 53,271 53,271
Purchase power and wheeling.......... 427,831 425,254 425,254
Program direction............... 147,748 157,304 157,304
Utah mitigation and conservation 6,633 7,187 7,167
Subtotal, Operation and maintenance............... 688,251 705,911 705,911
Less alternative financing (for O&M)............ .. .. .. -2,088 -11,971 -11,971
Less alternative financing (for Const.}............... 17,177 -47,915 -47,915
Less alternative financing (for Program direction).... -5,054 -15,804 -15,804
Less alternative financing (for PPW)................ .. -148,9831 ~166,552 -168,562
Offsetting collections (P.L. 108-477 and P.L. 109-103) -279,000 -258,702 -258,702
Offsetting collections (P.L, 98-381).................. -3,706 -3,937 -3,837
TOTAL, WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION.......... 232,326 201,030 201,030
FALCON AND AMISTAD OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE FUND
Operation and maintenance. ... .. ... ... iiiinnennneen 2,685 2,500 2,500
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86400 TOTAL, POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS............ 270,591 240,438 240,435
86500 FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
86600 Federal energy regulatory commission................ 221,902 255,425 255,425
BEB700  FERC F@VeNUBS. ... . i iiiiriinvranrinorrnnesonnrsnones -221,902 -255,425 -255,425

86800 GRAND TOTAL, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY... .. 24,228,183 24,762,713 25,243,118
86900 {Total amount appropriated)........ .. {24,083,193) (24,911,713) (25,392,119)
87000 {Emergency appropriations).. . {135,000)
87200 {ReSCISSIONS) .. it i (-148,000)  (-148,000)




87300

87400
87420
87440
87480

87500

87600
87700
87900
88000
88100
88200
88300
88400
88500
88520
88540
88600
88700

88800
88900

89000
89100
89200
89300
89400
89500

89600

89700
89800
89800

90000

80100
90200
80300
90400
90500

90600
90700

20800
90800

91000

91100
91200

147

DEPARTHMENT OF ENERGY
{AMOUNTS IN THOUSANOS)

FY 2008 Hause
Request Recommended

1,236,199 1,873,844

114,937 134,181
801,703 758, 227
35,104 .
-58,000 -58,000
586,801 708,801
17,301 17,301
331,608 163,472
5,325 5,325
105,095 105,085
180,937 286,041
573,509 618,759
4,397,876 4,514,082
202,454 202,454
- 31,625
8,390 .-
310,386 304,782
-181,818 -161,818
148,548 142,964
47,732 47,732

8,511,312 5,879,137
1,672,646 1,683,646
808,218 808,219
364,656 415,879

9,386,833 8,786,881

5,383,905 5,768,581
763,974 804,313
292,046 292,048

16,808,758 15,448,801

6,483 6,463
30,442 30,442
201,030 201,030
2,500 2,500
240,435 240,438
255,428 255,425
-255.425 -255,425

24,762,713 25,243,119

8,022,798 9,955,181

FY 2007
Enacted
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPHENT ACCOUNTS
Energy efficiency and renewable energy................ 1,474,285
Electrcity delivery and energy reliability. .. 137,000
RuCTear eNergY. .. cuvirinrnriinieioannnns N 482 191
Office of Legacy Management..... ... ....ooivivnviens .. 33,187
Clean coal technology. ..o i i s, .
Fossil Energy Resgarch and Development................ 592,621
Naval Petroleum & 0i1 Shale Reserves.................. 21,318
Strategic petroleum reserves. . .............ooivviiiinn 164,441
Northeast home heating oil reserve.................... 5,000
Energy Infarmation Administration..................... 90,653
Non-defense environmental clean up. 349,887
556,606
3,797,294
Nuclear waste disposal.., 98,208
Environmental safety and health
Innovative Tehcnology Loan Guarantee Program,...
Departmental administration . 276,832
REVBNUES . ottt ittt ietea it iienrer e -123,000
Yotal, Departmental administration.............. 153,832
Office of the Inspector General....................... 41,818
Atomic energy defense activities:
National Nuclear Security Administration:
Weapons activities.................... .. 6,275,583
Defense nuclear nonproliferation . 1,818,339
Naval reactors............oeiiinnnionn . 781,800
Office of the Administrator............. .. .vo... 340,291
Subtotal, National Nuclear Security Admin....... 9,216,013
Defense environmental clesnup....................... 5,731,839
Other defense activities...... . 636,271
Defense nuclear waste disposal 348,500
Total, Atomic energy defense activities........... 15,930,623
Power marketing administrations:
Southeastern Power Administration................... 5,602
Southwestern Power Administration.. 29,998
Western Area Power Administration................... 232,326
Falcon and Amistad operating and maintenance fund... 2,685
Total, Power marketing administrations............ 270,591
Federal Energy Regulstory Commission:
Salaries and eXPensesS. .. ........vvnnnernniie .. 221,902
REOVENMUBS . . i i -221,802
TOTAL, ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPHENT ACCOUNTS...... 24,200,352
FUNCTION RECAP:
NON-DEFENSE. ... ..o 8,432,570
DEFENSE . . i e e 15,795,623

91300

21400
91500
91600

Environmental restoration and waste management:
Defense function. ... . o i (5,731,838}
Non-defense function............ ... . .o, (309,299}

15,738,915 15,287,958

(5,383,905) (5,768,011)
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91700 Total, Environmental restoration and waste mgmt... (6,041,138)
91800 Nuclear waste disposal:
91900 Defense function........coviiiiiiii i (346,500}
92000 Non-defense function........... ...ty (99,206)

92100 Total, Nuclear waste disposal..................... (445,706}

FY 2008 House
Request Recommended

(5,363,805} (5,768,011}

(292,046}  (292,046)
(202.454)  (202,454)

(494,500} {494,500}
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Nuclear waste disposal;
Defense function............... ..., F N (346,500) (292,0486) {292,048}
Non-defense function ............ ... .. iiiiinnn. . {89,2086) (202,454) {202,454)
Total, Nuclear waste disposal..................... (445,706) (494,500} {494,500)
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GENERAL PROVISIONS
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Contract Competition.—Section 301 provides that none of the
funds in this Act may be used to award a management and oper-
ating contract, or a contract for environmental remediation or
waste management, in excess of $100 million in annual funding at
a current or former management and operating contract site of fa-
cility, or award a significant extension or expansion to an existing
management and operating contract, or other contract covered by
this section, unless such contract is awarded using competitive pro-
cedures, or the Secretary of Energy grants, on a case-by-case basis,
a waiver to allow for such a deviation. Within 30 days of formally
notifying an incumbent contractor of the intent to grant such a
waiver, the Secretary of Energy must submit to the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations a report notifying the Com-
mittees of the waiver and setting forth, in specificity, the reasons
for the waiver. Section 301 does not preclude extensions of a con-
tract awarded using competitive procedures, but does establish a
presumption of competition unless the Secretary invokes the waiv-
er option.

The Committee’s concern is to establish clearly that competition
is the norm for the Department of Energy. The waiver for non-com-
petitive awards or extensions should be invoked only in truly ex-
ceptional circumstances, not as a matter of routine. A non-competi-
tive award or extensions may be in the taxpayers’ interest, but the
burden of proof is on the Department to make that case in the
waiver notice.

Unfunded Requests for Proposals.—Section 302 provides that
none of the funds in this Act may be used to initiate requests for
proposals or other solicitations or expressions of interest for new
programs that have not yet been presented to Congress in the an-
nual budget submission, and that have not yet been approved and
funded by Congress.

Unexpended Balances.—Section 303 permits the transfer and
merger of unexpended balances of prior appropriations with appro-
priation accounts established in this bill.

Bonneville Power Administration Service Territory.—Section 304
provides that none of the funds in this or any other Act may be
used by the Administrator of the Bonneville Power Administration
to perform energy efficiency services outside the legally defined
Bonneville service territory unless the Administrator certifies in
advance that such services are not available from private sector
businesses.

User Facilities.—Section 305 establishes certain notice and com-
petition requirements with respect to the involvement of univer-
sities in Department of Energy user facilities. A similar provision
was included in the Energy and Water Development Appropria-
tions Act, 2005. The detailed guidance on the application of this
provision was provided in House Report 107-681 and continues to
apply.

Intelligence Activities.—Section 306 authorizes intelligence activi-
ties of the Department of Energy for purposes of section 504 of the
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National Security Act of 1947 during fiscal year 2008 until the en-
actment of the Intelligence Authorization Act for fiscal year 2008.

Laboratory Directed Research and Development.—Section 307
provides for authorization of Laboratory Directed Research and De-
velopment (LDRD), Site Directed Research and Development, and
Plant Directed Research and Development (PDRD) activities.

Contractor Pension Benefits.—Sec. 308 includes language prohib-
iting funding to implement Department of Energy Order N 351.1
modifying contractor employee pension and medical benefits policy
from defined benefit plans to a defined contribution plan.

International Nuclear Fuel Bank.—Sec. 309 reallocates unex-
pended balances provided in Public Law 105-277 for Other Defense
Activities to provide the U.S. contribution to an International Nu-
clear Fuel Bank under the auspices of the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency, subject to authorization.

TITLE IV
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION

Appropriation, 2007 .......cccceeeeveereeeereeeereereeeeeeeeeere e es s ereereerennas $64,858,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 65,000,000
Recommended, 2008 .............cccoevvvveeeeennnn. 35,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 —29,858,000

Budget estimate, 2008 -30 000 000

The Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) is a regional eco-
nomic development agency established in 1965. It is comprised of
the Governors of the thirteen Appalachian States and has a Fed-
eral co-chairman, who is appointed by the President. For fiscal year
2008, the budget request includes $65,000,000, of which
$54,087 ,000 is for program development; $5,316 OOO is local devel-
opment districts and technical assistance; and $5,597,000 is for sal-
aries and expenses.

The ARC budget justification indicates that it targets fifty per-
cent of its funds to distressed counties or distressed areas in the
Appalachian region. In times of budget austerity, the Committee
believes this should be the primary, and in fact the sole, focus of
the ARC. The Committee recommendation for ARC is $35,000,000,
$29,817,000 less than the fiscal year 2007 enacted level and
$30,000,000 less than the budget estimate. The reduction is to be
taken from the area development activities that serve other than
distressed counties and distressed areas.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccoevieiiiiiienie e $21,914,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 22,499,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........cooooiiiiiieiieeiiiieieee e e 22,499,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceevieriieeiieniieeiie et +585,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........cccoeviiiiiieiiieeee e -———

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) was cre-
ated by the Fiscal Year 1989 National Defense Authorization Act.
The Board, composed of five members appointed by the President,
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provides advice and recommendations to the Secretary of Energy
regarding public health and safety issues at the Department’s de-
fense nuclear facilities. The Board is responsible for reviewing and
evaluating the content and implementation of the standards relat-
ing to the design, construction, operation, and decommissioning of
defense nuclear facilities of the Department of Energy. The Com-
mittee recommendation for fiscal year 2008 is $22,499,000, the
same as the budget request.

DELTA REGIONAL COMMISSION

Appropriation, 2007 .......cccceeeeveereevereereereereereeeeeee oo er s s ereereesennas $11,888,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 6,000,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........ooooviiiiiieiieiiieeeee e 6,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccceevieriiieriienie ettt —5,888,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ...........coooiiiieiiieeeee e -

The Delta Regional Authority (DRA) is a federal-state partner-
ship serving a 240-county/parish area in an eight-state region. Led
by a Federal Co-Chairman and the governors of each participating
state, the DRA is designed to remedy severe and chronic economic
distress by stimulating economic development and fostering part-
nerships that will have a positive impact on the region’s economy.
The DRA seeks to help economically distressed communities lever-
age other federal and state programs, which are focused on basic
infrastructure development and transportation improvements, busi-
ness development, and job training services. Under federal law, at
least 75 percent of funds must be invested in distressed counties
and parishes and pockets of poverty, with 50 percent of the funds
earmarked for transportation and basic infrastructure improve-
ments.

The Committee is concerned with the level of administrative ex-
penses and with the Authority’s lack of direction and strategic
planning. The Committee directs the Federal Co-Chairman to pro-
vide to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations a five-
year strategic plan that comprehensively addresses the develop-
ment of annual and long-term measures for ensuring the perform-
ance and accountability of the Authority and its program partners.
As part of this plan, the Federal Co-Chairman shall ensure that
administrative expenses shall comply with the 5 percent limit of
total appropriations, as provided in the authorizing legislation. As
part of this plan, the Federal Co-Chairman shall outline an ap-
proach to ensure that administrative expenses shall comply with
the 5 percent limit of total appropriations within 2 years.

It has come to the Committee’s attention that the Delta Regional
Authority is not responsive to Congressional inquiries. The Delta
Regional Authority should be able to respond in a timely manner
to inquiries regarding its budget and expenditures.

For fiscal year 2008, the Committee recommends $6,000,000, the
same as the budget request.
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DENALI COMMISSION

Appropriation, 2007 ...... $49,509,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 1,800,000
Recommended, 2008 ..... 1,800,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 .......ccccceeevieeeriieeeiiiee e e enreeenreeeeereees —47,709,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ..........cccoveriirerieneeeeee e e

Introduced by Congress in 1998, the Denali Commission is a fed-
eral-state partnership designed to provide critical utilities, infra-
structure, and economic support throughout Alaska. For fiscal year
2008, the Committee recommends $1,300,000 for the costs of the
Commission’s operations, the same as the budget request.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

GROSS APPROPRIATION

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccceeviieriiiiienie et $816,639,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 908,409,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........coooviuiiieeeiieiiiieieee et e 925,559,000

Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ..... +108,920,000

Budget estimate, 2008 .... +17,150,000
REVENUES

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceieeriieieiiee e eree et e esaeeeeeaes —659,328,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . —1757,720,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........c.oooeiuiiiiiiiiieeiieeee et —757,720,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 .......ccccceeieeeriieeeiiiee e e reeeeereees —98,392,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ..........cccoveriireniineeeee e e
Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceeciieiiiiiierie ettt 157,311,000
Budget estimate, 2008 . 150,689,000
Recommended, 2008 .........cc.oooeiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeee e e anes 167,839,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceieeeriieeeirieeeree e eree e eeaeeas +10,528,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccccoeviiiiieiiiee e +17,150,000

The Committee recommendation for the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) salaries and expenses for fiscal year 2008 is
$925,559,000, an increase of $17,150,000 above the budget request.
The total amount of budget authority is offset by estimated reve-
nues of $757,720,000, resulting in a net appropriation of
$167,839,000. The recommendation includes the requested amount
of $37,250,000 to be derived from the Nuclear Waste Fund to sup-
port the Department of Energy’s effort to develop a permanent geo-
logic repository at Yucca Mountain for spent nuclear fuel and high-
level waste.

The Committee is pleased that the Commission is continuing to
fund academic scholarships and fellowships to enable students to
pursue education in science, engineering, and other fields of study
that constitute critical skills areas needed to sustain the NRC’s
regulatory mission. The Committee provides an additional
$15,000,000 to support the Commission’s efforts. Some of these
funds are to be used to help support scholarships to attend trade
school programs that develop skills needed to facilitate construction
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and operation of nuclear facilities and the handling of nuclear ma-
terials. In addition, these funds are to be used for college scholar-
ships and graduate fellowships to develop critical nuclear regu-
latory skills and those skills needed by the regulated industries, in-
cluding engineering and health physics, and for faculty develop-
ment grants supporting faculty in these academic areas in the first
six years of their careers.

The Committee recommendation provides $3,000,000 for inter-
national program activities at the Commission, an increase of
$2,150,000 above the request. These funds are included in the
homeland security responsibilities of the NRC and provided to en-
able the Commission to provide support to foreign regulators in ad-
dressing the control of high-risk radioactive sources.

The Committee directs the NRC to provide, not later than No-
vember 30, 2007, a report to the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations, and appropriate authorizing Committees, on a plan
for NRC regulation of the Hanford Waste Treatment Plant that in-
cludes resource requirements and regulatory structure.

Fee Recovery.—The Committee recommendation assumes that
the NRC will recover 90 percent of its budget authority from user
fees and annual charges, as authorized in Section 637 of the En-
ergy Policy Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58), less the appropriation de-
rived from the Nuclear Waste Fund, the amount necessary to im-
plement Section 3116 of the Ronald W. Reagan National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2005 (P.L. 108-375), the
$15,000,000 added above the request for nuclear education support,
and the amount necessary for homeland security activities of the
Commission. Of the $923,409,000 gross appropriation for fiscal
year 2008, $37,250,000 is drawn from the Nuclear Waste Fund,
$2,000,000 is drawn from the General Fund of the Treasury to exe-
cute NRC’s responsibilities to provide oversight of certain Depart-
ment of Energy activities under Section 3116 of Ronald W. Reagan
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2005 (P.L. 108—
375), and $29,398,000 is drawn from the General Fund of the
Treasury to execute NRC’s homeland security responsibilities.
Ninety percent of the balance of $841,911,000 (i.e., $757,720,000)
is funded by fees collected from NRC licensees, and the remaining
10 percent (i.e., $84,191,000) is funded from the General Fund of
the Treasury.

Reports.—The Committee directs the Commission to continue to
provide quarterly reports on the status of its licensing and other
regulatory activities. The Committee has been very supportive of
the Commission in recent years by providing substantial additional
resources to meet an anticipated round of new plant licensing ac-
tivities. The Committee believes the NRC should use these addi-
tional resources, both from taxpayer funds and from licensees, to
conduct an efficient, understandable, and predictable licensing
process.
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OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
GROSS APPROPRIATION

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccviiieiiieeeeie et eera e e anes $8,285,000
Budget estimate, 2008 .........ccccoeeeiiiiiiiieeeeeee e 8,144,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........c.oooeiuiiieiiiiieeieeeeee e 8,144,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 .......cccceecieeriiieeeiiieeeree e enreeereeeeereees —141,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccceeiiiiiiiiiiieee e -———

Appropriation, 2007 —7,410,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ... -17,330,000
Recommended, 2008 -17,330,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ...... +80,000

Budget estimate, 2008 -
Appropriation, 2007 ........cccceecieriiiiienie ettt 875,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ..........cceieeiiieeeieeee e 814,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........coooviiiiiieeieeiiiieeeee et 814,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 .......cccccccevieeeriieeeirieeeree e reeeeeaeeas —61,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccccoooiiiiiriiiieieeee e -——=

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $8,144,000, the
same as the budget request. Given the formula for fee recovery, the
revenue estimate is $7,330,000, resulting in a net appropriation for
the NRC Inspector General of $814,000.

NUCLEAR WASTE TECHNICAL REVIEW BOARD

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceeviieriiiiienie et $3,591,000
Budget estimate, 2008 ... 3,621,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........cooooimiiiieeieeiiieeeee et 3,621,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceieeeriieeeirieeeree e ereeeeeaeeas +30,000

Budget estimate, 2008 ........c.ccoooiiiiriiiiiiee e -——=

The Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board was established by
the 1987 amendments to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 to
provide independent technical oversight of the Department of Ener-
gy’s nuclear waste disposal program. The Committee sees the Nu-
clear Waste Technical Review Board as having a continuing inde-
pendent oversight role, as is specified in Section 503 of the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982, as amended, as the Department begins
to focus on the packaging and transportation of high-level radio-
active waste and spent nuclear fuel.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $3,621,000 for
the Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board in fiscal year 2008, the
same as the budget request and an increase of $30,000 over fiscal
year 2007 funding.
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OFFICE OF THE FEDERAL COORDINATOR FOR ALASKA NATURAL GAS
TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS

Appropriation, 2007 ........ccccceieeriieeeiiiee e erree e et ee e eesreeeenanes -——

Budget estimate, 2008 $2,322,000
Recommended, 2008 ...................... 2,322,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2007 +2,322,000

Budget estimate, 2008

The Office of the Federal Coordmator for Alaska Natural Gas
Transportation Projects was established as an independent agency
in the Executive Branch on December 13, 2006, pursuant to the
Alaska Natural Gas Pipeline Act of 2004. The Federal Coordinator
is responsible for coordinating all Federal activities for an Alaska
natural gas transportation project, including joint surveillance and
monitoring with the State of Alaska of construction of a project. An
Alaska natural gas transportation project could deliver significant
natural gas supply to the U.S. lower 48 states. Action by the State
of Alaska in reaching agreement with potential project owners as
to fiscal terms is necessary before project development can move
forward.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $2,322,000 to
support the activities of this office in fiscal year 2008, the same as
the budget request.

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

GROSS APPROPRIATION

Appropriation, 2007 ....

Budget estimate, 2008 $15,000,000
Recommended, 2008 ... -
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ............... ettt et e e -——
Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccccoeviiiiiieiieeieeeeee e —15,000,000

OFFSET FROM TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY FUND

Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccveieeiiiieeeiieeeree e e ere e eree e e e esareeeanes -——

Budget estimate, 2008 —15,000,000
Recommended, 2008 ...........coooiiiiiiieeiieiiineeeee e -——=
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2007 ........cccccecvveeeiiieeeiiiieeeiree e e eeaeeeereeeeeaeeas -—=
Budget estimate, 2008 ........ccccoeiiiiiiiiiieeee e +15,000,000

The Committee recommendation does not include the Adminis-
tration proposal to establish a Congressionally-funded Office of In-
spector General to oversee the Tennessee Valley Authority. In re-
cent years, the TVA has funded the requests of the TVA-IG office
out of power revenues and receipts. This process has worked well
and the Committee sees no compelling reason to change that mech-
anism for financing the TVA-IG.

Reports.—The Committee directs the Inspector General to for-
ward copies of all audit and inspection reports to the Committee
immediately after they are issued, and immediately make the Com-
mittee aware of any review that recommends cancellation of, or
modification to, any major acquisition project or grant, or which
recommends significant budgetary savings. The Inspector General
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is also directed to withhold from public distribution for a period of
15 days any final audit or investigation report that was requested
by the House Committee on Appropriations.

TITLE V
GENERAL PROVISIONS

The Committee recommendation includes several general provi-
sions pertaining to specific programs and activities funded in the
Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act.

Prohibition on lobbying.—The bill includes a provision that none
of the funds appropriated in this Act may be used in any way, di-
rectly or indirectly, to influence congressional action on any legisla-
tion or appropriation matters pending before Congress, other than
to communicate to Members of Congress as described in section
1913 of Title 18, United States Code.

Transfers.—The bill includes language regarding the transfer of
funds made available in this Act to other departments or agencies
of the Federal government.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPORT REQUIREMENTS

The following items are included in accordance with various re-
quirements of the Rules of the House of Representatives.

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY

Clause 3(d)(1) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives states that:

Each report of a committee on a public bill or public
joint resolution shall contain the following: (1) A statement
citing the specific powers granted to Congress in the Con-
stitution to enact the law proposed by the bill or joint reso-
lution.

The Committee on Appropriations bases its authority to report
this legislation from Clause 7 of Section 9 of Article I of the Con-
stitution of the United States of America which states:

No money shall be drawn from the Treasury but in con-
sequence of Appropriations made by law.

Appropriations contained in this Act are made pursuant to this
specific power granted by the Constitution.

STATEMENT OF GENERAL PERFORMANCE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Pursuant to clause 3(c)(4) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the following is a statement of general perform-
ance goals and objectives for which this measure authorizes fund-
ing:

The Committee on Appropriations considers program
performance, including a program’s success in developing
and attaining outcome-related goals and objectives, in de-
veloping funding recommendations.
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TRANSFER OF FUNDS

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(2) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the following is submitted describing the trans-
fer of funds provided in the accompanying bill.

TITLE II—BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

Under “Water and Related Resources”, $57,615,000 is available
for transfer to the Upper Colorado River Basin Fund and
$26,825,000 is available for transfer to the Lower Colorado River
Basin Development Fund. Such funds as may be necessary may be
advanced to the Colorado River Dam Fund. The amounts of trans-
fers may be increased or decreased within the overall appropriation
under the heading.

TITLE III—DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Under “Fossil Energy Research and Development”, $166,000,000
is transferred from “Clean Coal Technology”, including $58,000,000
in unexpended balances.

Under “Other Defense Activities”, $4,900,000 of funds provided
under Public Law 109-103, are transferred to “Weapons Activities”
for planning activities associated with special nuclear material con-
solidation.

Under Section 305, “General Provision—Department of Energy”,
unexpended balances of prior appropriations provided for activities
in this Act may be transferred to appropriation accounts for such
activities established pursuant to this title. Balances so transferred
may be merged with funds in the applicable established accounts
and thereafter may be accounted for as one fund for the same time
period as originally enacted.

CHANGES IN THE APPLICATION OF EXISTING LAw

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(1)(A) of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, the following statements are submitted
describing the effect of provisions in the accompanying bill which
directly or indirectly change the application of existing law.

TITLE I—CORPS OF ENGINEERS

Language has been included under Corps of Engineers, Inves-
tigations, providing for detailed studies and plans and specifica-
tions of projects prior to construction.

Language has been included under Corps of Engineers, Construc-
tion, to provide appropriations that remain available until ex-
pended for South Florida Everglades Restoration projects.

Language has been included under Corps of Engineers, Construc-
tion, permitting the use of funds from the Inland Waterways Trust
Fund and the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund.

Language has been included under Corps of Engineers, Construc-
tion, delineating the amounts available for the continuing authori-
ties program.

Language has been included under the Corps of Engineers, Oper-
ation and Maintenance, stating that funds can be used for: the op-
eration, maintenance, and care of existing river and harbor, flood
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and storm damage reduction, aquatic ecosystem restoration, and
related authorized projects, including the construction of facilities,
projects, or features (including islands and wetlands) to use mate-
rials dredged during Federal navigation maintenance activities; the
mitigation of impacts on shorelines resulting from Federal naviga-
tion operation and maintenance activities; to address the effects of
civil works projects owned or operated by the Corps on federally
listed species; to provide security for infrastructure operated by the
Corps, or operated on its behalf, including administrative buildings
and facilities, and laboratories; the maintenance of authorized har-
bor channels provided by a State, municipality, or other public
agency that serve essential navigation needs of general commerce;
and surveys and charting of northern and northwestern lakes and
connecting waters, clearing channels, and removal of obstructions
to navigation.

Language has been included under Corps of Engineers, Oper-
ation and Maintenance, delineating the amount of funding avail-
able to various regions.

Language has been included under Corps of Engineers, Oper-
ation and Maintenance, permitting the use of funds from the Har-
bor Maintenance Trust Fund; providing for the use of funds from
a special account for resource protection, research, interpretation,
and maintenance activities at outdoor recreation areas; and allow-
ing use of funds to cover the cost of operation and maintenance of
dredged material disposal facilities for which fees have been col-
lected.

Language has been included under Corps of Engineers, Ex-
penses, regarding support of the Humphreys Engineer Support
Center Activity, the Institute for Water Resources, the United
States Army Corps of Engineers Research and Development Cen-
ter, and headquarters support functions at the United States Army
Corps of Engineers Finance Center.

Language has been included under Corps of Engineers, Ex-
penses, prohibiting the use of other funds in this Act for the Office
of the Chief of Engineers and the division offices.

Language has been included to provide for funding for the Office
of the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works).

Language has been included under Corps of Engineers, Adminis-
trative Provisions, providing that funds are available for official re-
ception and representation expenses, and for purchase and hire of
motor vehicles.

Language has been included under Corps of Engineers, General
Provisions, pertaining to the reprogramming of funds contained in
title I of this Act.

Language has been included under Corps of Engineers, General
Provisions, prohibiting the execution of any continuing contract
that reserves an amount for a project in excess of the amount ap-
propriated for such project in this Act.

Language has been included under Corps of Engineers, General
Provisions, prohibiting the expenditure of funds on rehabilitation
and lead and asbestos abatement of the dredge McFarland.

Language has been included regarding staffing at the Sac-
ramento District Corps of Engineers.
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Language has been included relating to the funding of A-76
studies.

TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Language has been included under Bureau of Reclamation,
Water and Related Resources providing that funds are available for
fulfilling Federal responsibilities to Native Americans and for
grants to and cooperative agreements with State and local govern-
ments and Indian tribes.

Language has been included under Bureau of Reclamation,
Water and Related Resources allowing fund transfers within the
overall appropriation to the Upper Colorado River Basin Fund and
the Lower Colorado River Basin Development Fund; providing that
such sums as necessary may be advanced to the Colorado River
Dam Fund; providing that funds may be used for work carried out
by the Youth Conservation Corps; and providing that transfers may
be increased or decreased within the overall appropriation.

Language has been included under Bureau of Reclamation,
Water and Related Resources providing that funds may be derived
from the Reclamation Fund or the special fee account established
by 16 U.S.C. 4601-6a(i); that funds contributed under 43 U.S.C.
395 by non-Federal entities shall be available for expenditure; and
that funds advanced under 43 U.S.C. 397a for operation and main-
tenance of reclamation facilities are to be credited to the Water and
Related Resources account. Language has been included under Bu-
reau of Reclamation, Water and Related Resources permitting the
use of funds available for the Departmental Irrigation Drainage
Program for site remediation on a non-reimbursable basis.

Language has been included under Bureau of Reclamation, Cen-
tral Valley Project Restoration Fund directing the Bureau of Rec-
lamation to assess and collect the full amount of additional mitiga-
tion and restoration payments authorized by section 3407(d) of
Public Law 102-575.

Language has been included under Bureau of Reclamation, Cen-
tral Valley Project Restoration Fund providing that none of the
funds under the heading may be used for the acquisition or lease
of water for in-stream purposes if the water is already committed
to in-stream purposes by a court order adopted by consent or de-
cree.

Language has been included under Bureau of Reclamation, Cali-
fornia Bay-Delta Restoration permitting the transfer of funds to ap-
propriate accounts of other participating Federal agencies to carry
out authorized programs; providing that funds made available
under this heading may be used for the Federal share of the costs
of the CALFED Program management; providing that use of any
funds provided to the California Bay-Delta Authority for program-
wide management and oversight activities shall be subject to the
approval of the Secretary of the Interior; providing that CALFED
implementation shall be carried out with clear performance meas-
ures demonstrating concurrent progress in achieving the goals and
objectives of the program.

Language has been included under Bureau of Reclamation, Pol-
icy and Administration providing that funds may be derived from
the Reclamation Fund and providing that no part of any other ap-
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propriation in the Act shall be available for activities budgeted as
policy and administration.

Language has been included under Bureau of Reclamation, Pol-
icy and Administration providing for the transfer of $10,000,000
from this account to Water and Related Resources, if a five-year
budget plan is not received from the Secretary of the Interior with-
in the 60-day period following the date of enactment.

Language has been included under Bureau of Reclamation, Ad-
rrlﬁnistrative Provisions providing for the purchase of motor vehi-
cles.

Language has been included under Title II, General Provisions,
regarding the San Luis Unit and the Kesterson Reservoir in Cali-
fornia. This language has been carried in prior appropriations Acts.

TITLE III—DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Activities formerly funded under Energy Supply and Conserva-
tion are now funded as Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy,
Electricity Distribution and Energy Reliability, Nuclear Energy,
Environment, Safety and Health, and as part of Non-Defense Envi-
ronmental Cleanup.

Language has been included under Energy Efficiency and Renew-
able Energy for the purchase, construction, and acquisition of plant
and capital equipment.

Language has been included under Electricity Distribution and
Energy Reliability for the purchase, construction, and acquisition of
plant and capital equipment.

Language has been included under Nuclear Energy for the pur-
chase, construction, and acquisition of plant and capital equipment
and for the purchase of motor vehicles.

Language has been included under Fossil Energy Research and
Development providing for vehicle and guard services, and uniform
allowances; providing funding and limitations for the FutureGen
program; permitting the use of funds from other program accounts
for the National Energy Technology Laboratory; and, prohibiting
the field-testing of nuclear explosives for the recovery of oil and
gas.

Language has been included under the Naval Petroleum and Oil
Shale Reserves, permitting the use of unobligated balances, and
the hire of passenger vehicles.

Language has been included under the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve providing for vehicle, aircraft, and guard services, and uni-
form allowances.

Language has been included under Non-Defense Environmental
Cleanup providing for the purchase of motor vehicles.

Language has been included under Science providing for the pur-
chase of motor vehicles.

Language has been included under Nuclear Waste Disposal lim-
iting the use of external oversight funds.

Language has been included under Innovative Technology Loan
Guarantee Program setting a fiscal year 2008 loan volume limita-
tion.

Language has been included under Departmental Administra-
tion, notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, and consistent with the au-
thorization in Public Law 95-238, to permit the Department of En-
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ergy to use revenues to offset appropriations. The appropriations
language for this account reflects the total estimated program
funding to be reduced as revenues are received. This language has
been carried in prior appropriations Acts.

Language has been included under Departmental Administration
that fees collected for loan guarantee administrative expenses are
credited as offsetting collections to this account.

Language has been included under Departmental Administration
providing, notwithstanding the provisions of the Anti-Deficiency
Act, such additional amounts as necessary to cover increases in the
estimated amount of cost of work for others, as long as such in-
creases are offset by revenue increases of the same or greater
amounts. This language has been carried in prior appropriations
Acts.

Language has been included under Departmental Administration
providing not to exceed $5,000 for official reception and representa-
tion expenses.

Language has been included under the Office of the Adminis-
trator providing not to exceed $12,000 for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses.

Language has been included under Defense Environmental
Cleanup for the purchase, construction, and acquisition of plant
and capital equipment.

Language has been included under Other Defense Activities pro-
viding for the purchase of motor vehicles.

Language has been included under Bonneville Power Administra-
tion Fund providing not to exceed $1,500 for official reception and
representation expenses, and precluding any new direct loan obli-
gations.

Language has been included under Southeastern Power Adminis-
tration providing that, not withstanding the provisions of 31 U.S.C.
3302, funds received from any state, municipality, corporation, as-
sociation, firm, district, or individual as advance payment for work
that is associated with Southeastern’s Operation and Maintenance,
consistent with that authorized in section 5 of the Flood Control
Act of 1944, shall be credited to the account and be available until
expended.

Language has been included under Southeastern Power Adminis-
tration providing that, not withstanding the provisions of 31 U.S.C.
3302, amounts collected to recover purchase power and wheeling
expenses shall be credited to the account as offsetting collections
and remain available until expended for the sole purpose of making
purchase power and wheeling expenditures.

Language has been included under Southwestern Power Admin-
istration providing that, not withstanding the provisions of 31
U.S.C. 3302, amounts collected to recover purchase power and
wheeling expenses shall be credited to the account as offsetting col-
lections and remain available until expended for the sole purpose
of making purchase power and wheeling expenditures, and to pro-
vide not to exceed $1,500 for official reception and representation
expenses.

Language has been included under Construction, Rehabilitation,
Operation and Maintenance, Western Area Power Administration,
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providing not to exceed $1,500 for official reception and representa-
tion expenses.

Language has been included under Construction, Rehabilitation,
Operation and Maintenance, Western Area Power Administration,
providing that, not withstanding the provisions of 31 U.S.C. 3302,
amounts collected to recover purchase power and wheeling ex-
penses shall be credited to the account as offsetting collections and
remain available until expended for the sole purpose of making
purchase power and wheeling expenditures.

Language has been included under Construction, Rehabilitation,
Operation and Maintenance, Western Area Power Administration,
providing for the operation, maintenance, and purchase through
transfer, exchange or sale of one helicopter for replacement only.

Language has been included under Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission to permit the hire of passenger motor vehicles, to pro-
vide official reception and representation expenses, not to exceed
$3,000 and to permit the use of revenues collected to reduce the ap-
propriation as revenues are received.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, Section 301, providing that none of the funds may
be used to make payments for a noncompetitive management and
operating contract unless certain conditions are met.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, Section 302, prohibiting the use of funds to prepare
or initiate requests for proposals for programs that have not yet
been funded by Congress.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, Section 303, providing that unexpended balances of
prior appropriations may be transferred and merged with new ap-
propriation accounts established in this Act.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, Section 304, prohibiting the Administrator of the
Bonneville Power Administration to enter into any agreement to
perform energy efficiency services outside the legally defined Bon-
neville service territory.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, Section 305, requiring the Department of Energy
to ensure broad public notice when it makes a user facility avail-
able to universities and other potential users or seeks input regard-
ing significant characteristics or equipment in a user facility or a
proposed user facility, and requiring competition when the Depart-
ment partners with a university or other entity for the establish-
ment or operation of a user facility.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, Section 306, providing that funds for intelligence
activities are deemed to be specifically authorized for purposes of
section 504 of the National Security Act of 1947 during fiscal year
2008 until enactment of the Intelligence Authorization Act for fiscal
year 2008.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, Section 307, regarding the laboratory directed re-
search and development activities.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, Section 308, providing that none of the funds may
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be used to implement a Department of Energy order modifying con-
tractor employee pension and medical benefits policy.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, Section 309, relating to allocation of funds provided
under Public Law 105-277.

TITLE IV—INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

Language has been included under Appalachian Regional Com-
mission providing of the hire of passenger vehicles.

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Language has been included under General Provisions, prohib-
iting the use of funds in this Act to influence congressional action
on any legislation or appropriation matters pending before Con-
gress.

Language has been included under General Provisions, prohib-
iting the transfer of funds in this Act except pursuant to a transfer
made by, or transfer authority provided in, this Act or any other
appropriation Act.

CoMPLIANCE WITH RULE XIII, CL. 3(E) (RAMSEYER RULE)

In compliance with clause 3(e) of rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, the Committee notes that the
accomplanying bill doesn ot propose to repeal or amend a statute
or part thereof.

APPROPRIATIONS NOT AUTHORIZED BY LAw

Pursuant to clause 3(f) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of
Representatives, the following table lists the appropriations in the
accompanying bill which are not authorized:
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Appropriations Not Authorized by Law
{thousand dollars}

Last Year of iation in Last

PPICD! Apprap
Agency/Program Authorization  Authorization Level  Year of Autharization in this bill
ol
Corps FUSRAP {1 ) 130,000 130,000
Energy Supply and Conservation:
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy:
Hydrogen Technology 2006 530,500 165,627 194,600
Biomass and Biorefinery Systems R&D 2008 629,000 90,718 250,000
Solar Energy 2006 160,000 83113 200,000
Wind Energy 1993 55,000 23,841 57,500
Geothermal Technology 1993 23,000 23,252 44,258
Hydropower 1980 100,000 20,939 22,000
Vehicle Technologies 2006 495,000 182,104 235441
Building Technologies 2006 56,000 69,266 146,456
Federat Energy Management Program 2000 10,000 23,818 27,000
Facilities and infrastructure 1977 {2) (2) 195,699
ization and Activifies 2006 880,000 242,550 314,047
Program Direction 2008 110,500 164,198 110,013
Electricity Detivery and Energy Refiability 1892 {2} 2} 134,161
Nuclear Energy 1974 {2} (2} 759,227
Environment, Safety and Health 1977 {2 {2} 31,625
Legacy Management {non-defense) 2004 29,547 29,708 35,104
Naval Petroleum and Oil Shale Reserves 2005 20,000 18,000 17,301
Strategic Petroleumn Ressrve 2005 {2} {2} 163472
Energy Information Administration 2006 4] 85314 105,085
Non-Defense Environmental Cleanup:
West Valley Demonstration 1981 5,000 5,000 60,895
UMTRA Groundwater and Long-Term Surveillance and Maintenance 1998 2} 5.052 {2)
Other Uranium Activities
DUF& Conversion 2004 {3} 98,800 {2)
Departmental Administration 1984 248,963 185,682 142,964
Office of Economic impact and Diversity 1981 6,000 583 5,849
Office of inspectar General 1884 {2} 14,670 47,732
Atomic Energy Defense Activities:
National Nuclear Security Administration:
‘Weapons Activities 2007 8,417,676 fra} 5,879,137
Defense Nuclsar Nonproliferation 2007 1,701,426 {2} 1,683,646
Naval Reactars 2007 795,133 {2} 808,219
Office of Administrator 2007 386,576 {2} 415,879
Defense Environmental Cleanup 2007 5435312 {2) 5,766,561
Qther Defense Activities 2007 717,788 2) 604,313
Defense Nuclear Waste Disposal 2007 358,080 {2) 292,046
Power Marketing Administrations:
Southeastern 1984 24,240 20,594 6,463
Southwestern 1984 40,254 36,229 30,442
Western Area 1984 259,700 194,630 201,030
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 1984 (e} {2) 255425(4)
Appatachian Regional Commission 2007 92,000 54,858 35.000

(1) Program was initiated in 1972 and has never received a separate authorization
(2} No amount specified

(3} Such sums as necessary

(4) Fully offset by revenues
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RESCISSIONS

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(2) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the following table is submitted describing the
rescissions recommended in the accompanying bill:

Department or Activity

Corps of Engineers-Civil: Investigations ..........cccccceeevviveeeiveeennns $100,000
Corps of Engineers-Civil: Construction . $4,688,000
Department of Energy: Clean Coal Technology ........cccccceevvunennne. $149,000,000

EARMARKS

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XXI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, this bill, as reported, contains no congressional earmarks, limited
tax benefits, or limited tariff benefits as defined in clause 9(d), 9(e), or 9(f)
of rule XXI.

COMPARISON WITH THE BUDGET RESOLUTION

Pursuant to clause 3(c)(2) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives and section 308(a)(1)(A) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, the following table compares the levels of new budget author-
ity provided in the bill with the appropriate allocation under section
302(b) of the Budget Act.

[in millions of dollars]

302(b) allocation This bill
Budget authority Outlays B“Shg;tit;u’ Outlays
Discretionary 31,603 32,774 31,603 32,744
Mandatory | S 1

FIVE-YEAR OUTLAY PROJECTIONS

Pursuant to section 308(a)(1)(B) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
the following table contains five-year projections prepared by the Con-
gressional Budget Office of outlays associated with the budget author-
ity provided int he accompanying bill:

[in millions of dollars]

Budget AUthOTItY .....coooveeviiiieieeeeeeeceeeeeeeee et $31,603
Outlays:
2008 ..ttt et e re e b e et e e e beeba e e b e ebaeenaeenneas 19,566
2009 .... . 8,963
2010 .... 2,637
2011 ... 194
2012 77
ASSISTANCE TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
Pursuant to section 308(a)(1)(C) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
the amount of financial assistance to State and local governments is
as follows:
[In millions of dollars]
Budget AUthOTILY ......cocveeveieeierictiieieeecceee ettt $39
Fiscal Year 2008 outlays resulting therefrom .........ccccccevvviveviiieennnns 5

FuLL COMMITTEE VOTES

Pursuant to the provisions of clause 3(b) of rule XIII of the House
of Representatives, the results of each rollcall vote on an amend-
ment or on the motion to report, together with the names of those
voting for and those voting against, are printed below:
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ROLLCALL NO. 1

Date: June 6, 2007.

Measure: Energy and Wagter Development Bill, FY 2008.

Motion by: Mr. Hinchey.

Description of Motion: To prohibit funds from being used by the
Secretary of Energy to designagte a national electric transmission
corridor or by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to take
any action related to the processing or issuance of a permit under
section 216(b) of the Federal Power Act.

Results: Rejected 30 yeas to 35 nays.

Members Voting Yea Members Voting Nay
Mr. Alexander Mr. Aderholt
Mr. Berry Mr. Bishop
Mr. Boyd Mr. Calvert
Mr. Chandler Mr. Carter
Mr. Culberson Mr. Cramer
Ms. DeLauro Mr. Crenshaw
Mr. Dicks Mr. Edwards
Mr. Farr Mrs. Emerson
Mr. Fattah Mr. Goode
Mr. Frelinghuysen Ms. Granger
Mr. Hinchey Mr. Hobson
Mr. Israel Mr. Honda
Mr. Jackson Ms. Kaptur
Mr. Kennedy Ms. Kilpatrick
Ms. Lee Mr. Kingston
Mrs. Lowey Mr. Kirk
Ms. McCollum Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Mollahan Mr. LaHood
Mr. Moran Mr. Latham
Mr. Murtha Mr. Lewis
Mr. Obey Mr. Olver
Mr. Pastor Mr. Peterson
Mr. Price Mr. Rehberg
Mr. Rodriguez Mr. Rogers
Mr. Rothman Ms. Roybal-Allard
Mr. Udall Mr. Ruppersberger
Mr. Walsh Mr. Ryan
Ms. Wasserman Schultz Mr. Schiff
Mr. Wicker Mr. Serrano
Mr. Wolf Mr. Simpson

Mr. Tiahrt
Mr. Visclosky
Mr. Wamp
Dr. Weldon

Mr. Young



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2007
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2008
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2007 FY 2008 Bill vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bil1l Enacted Request
400 TITLE I - DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE - CIVIL
500 DEPARTMENT GF THE ARMY
600 Corps of Engineers - Civil
700 Investigations. . ... ... iiiriiin it inrnnn.. 162,916 90,000 120,100 -42,816 +30,100
800 Rescission....... ... ... . .. . i i, .- --- -100 -100 -100
810 Supplemental Appropriations - H.R. 2206
820 (BMErgency ). ...t e, 8,165 .- --- -8,165 ---
800 Total, Investigations........................... 171,081 90,000 120,000 -51,081 +30,000
1000 Construction. ... ...t e 2,336,368 1,523,000 2,008,874 -327,494 +485,874
1100 RESCISSTON. ..., i e e e - - -4,688 -4,688 -4,688
1110 Supplemental Appropriations - H.R. 2208
1120 (BMErgenCY) ..ottt e e 36,500 R . -36,500 ---
1400 Total, Construction.......... . ..o iiiinnnnnrann. 2,372,868 1,623,000 2,004,186 -368,682 +481,186
1700 Mississippi River and tributaries.................... 396,565 260,000 278,000 -118,565 +18,000
1900 Operations and Maintenance..................0.couuun.. 1,873,347 2,471,000 2,655,241 +681,894 +184,241
1910 Supplemental Appropriations - H.R. 2206
1920 (BMETgONCY o v ot ittt it e e e 3,000 - - -3,000 -
1930 Total, Operations and Maintenance............... 1,876,347 2,471,000 2,655,241 +678,894 +184,241

2200 Regulatory program. ... ........c.uoinvinunennnnennannnn 159,273 180,000 180,000 +20,727 -



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2007
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2008
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2007 FY 2008 Bill vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
2300 FUSRAP. .. oot e e s e e e e 138,672 130,000 130,000 -8,672 .-
2400 Fliood control and coastal emergencies................. --- 40,000 40,000 +40,000 ---
2410 Supplemental Appropriations - H.R. 2206
2420 (emMergency) . . i i s 1,561,000 --- --- -1,561,000 ---
2430 Total, Flood control and coastal emergencies.... 1,561,000 40,000 40,000 -1,521,000 ---
2B00 EXPONSeS. ..ttt ittt e e e 167,250 177,000 171,000 +3,750 -6,000
3000 Office of Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil
3100 WOPKS ) ..ttt i e e e e e 3,979 .- 6,000 +2,021 +6,000
3200 Total, title I, Department of Defense - Civil... 6,947,035 4,871,000 5,584,427 -1,362,608 +713,427
3700 TITLE IT - DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
3800 Central Ytah Project Completion Account
3900 Central Utah project construction..................... 31,351 40,404 40,404 +9,053 .-
4000 Fish, wildlife, and recreation mitigation and
4100 conservalion. . ... ... i e 937 976 976 +39 -
4200 Subtotal . . e 32,288 41,380 41,380 +9,092 R
4300 Program oversight and administration.................. 1,732 1,620 1,620 -112 .-

4400 Total, Central Utah project completion account. . 34,020 43,000 43,000 +8,980 ---



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2007
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2008
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2007 FY 2008 Bil1 vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bil1 Enacted Request
4500 Bureau of Reclamation
4600 Water and related resources..............ovvvivrvnnns 878,623 816,197 871,197 -7,426 +55, 000
4610 Supplemental Appropriations - H.R. 2206
4620 (OmMErgeNCY ) . it i e e e 18,000 - - -18,000 .-
4630 Total, Water and related resources.............. 896,623 816,197 871,187 -25,426 +55, 000
5000 Central valley project restoration fund............... 52,150 59,122 59,122 +6,972 -
5100 California Bay-Delta restoration...................... 36,648 31,750 40,750 +4,102 +9,000
5200 Policy and administration............................. 57,575 58,811 58,811 +1,236 ---
5220 Legislative propesal SIRRF............................ --— -8,000 --- --- +8,000
5300 Total, Bureau of Reclamation.................... 1,042,996 957,880 1,029,880 -13,116 +72,000
5400 Total, title II, Department of the Interior..... 1,077,016 1,000,880 1,072,880 -4,136 +72,000
5500 TITLE III - DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
5540 Energy Programs
5650 Energy efficiency and renewable energy................ 1,474,285 1,236,199 1,873,844 +399,559 +637,645
5660 Electricity delivery and energy reliability........... 137,000 114,937 134,161 -2,839 +19,224

G670 NUCTBAN BNeIgY . ittt it ettt e e i i 482,191 801,703 759,227 +277,036 -42,476

0LT



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2007
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2008
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2007 FY 2008 Bil) vs. 8ill vs.

Enacted Request Bi11 Enacted Regquest
5673 (Reallocation from Energy supply and conservation} --- --- (591,378) (+591,378) (+591,378)
5675 (Reallocation from Nuclear nonproliferation)...... --- --- (167,849} (+167,849) (+167,849)
5680 Office of Legacy Management........................... 33,187 35,104 --- -33,187 -35,104
5700 Clean coal technology:
5800 Deferral of unobligated balances, FY 2005......... 257,000 --- --- -257,000 ---
53900 Deferral of unobligated balances, FY 2007......... -257,000 --- --- +257,000 ---
5920 Deferral of unobligated balances, FY 2008......... - 257,000 257,000 +257,000 ---
6000 Rescission, uncommitted balances.................. - -149,000 -149,000 -149,000 ---
6100 Transfer to Fossil Energy R&D..................... - -166,000 -166,000 -166,000 ---
6200 Total, Clean coal technology.................... .- -58,000 -58,000 -58,000 ---
6300 Fossil Energy Research and Development................ 592,621 400,801 542,801 -49,820 +142,000
6400 Transfer from Clean Coal Technology . 166,000 166,000 +166,000 ---
8500 Subtotal, Fossil Energy Research and Development 582,621 566,801 708,801 +116,180 +142,000
6600 Naval Petroleum and 0i1 Shale Reserves................ 21,316 17,301 17,301 -4,015 ---
7100 Strategic petroleum reserve. ... .....oviu i eeneaannin. 164,441 331,609 163,472 -968 -168,137
7200 Northeast home heating oil reserve.................... 5,000 5,325 5,325 +325 .-
7300 Energy Information Administration..................... 90,653 105,095 105,095 +14,442 .
7400 Non-defense environmental clean up..............c.o.... 349,687 180,937 286,041 -63,646 +105,104
7420 (Realtocation from Energy supply and conservation) n-- P (35,104) (+35,104) (+35,104)
7500 Uranium enrichment decontamination and decommissioning
TE00  fund. ... e 556,606 573,508 618,759 +62,153 +45,250
TT00 SCUBNCE. . ottt e et e e e, 3,797,294 4,397,876 4,514,082 +716,788 +116,206

7800 Nuclear Waste Disposal......... ... .0, 99,206 202,454 202,454 +103,248 .-

TLT



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2007
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2008
{Amounts in thousands)

FY 2007 FY 2008 Bi11 vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
7840 Environment, safety and health (Reallocation from
7850  Energy supply and conservation)..................... 27,841 --- 31,625 +3,784 +31,625
7870 Innovative Technology Loan Guarantee Program.......... --- 8,390 --- --- -8,390
7900 Departmental administration........................... 276,832 310,366 304,782 +27,950 -5,584
8000 Miscellaneous revenues. ............ocviveeennnnn.. -123,000 -161,818 -161,818 -38,818 ---
8100 Net appropriation............ ... ... ... ... .. ..., 153,832 148,548 142,964 -10,868 -5,584
8200 Office of the Inspector General....................... 41,819 47,732 47,732 +5,913 .-
8400 Atomic Energy Defense Activities
8500 National Nuclear Security Administration:
8600 Weapons activities................... ... vvunn. 6,275,583 6,511,312 5,879,137 ~396,446 -832,175
8900 Defense nuclear nonproliferation.................. 1,683,339 1,672,646 1,683,646 +307 +11,000
8920 (Reallocation to Nuclear energy).............. R .- (-167,849) {-167,849) (-167,848)
8930 Supplemental Appropriations - H.R. 2206
8940 (BRErgeNnCY) . ..t i et e s 135,000 w-- v -135,000 ...
8950 Subtotal, Defense nuclear nonproliferation.. 1,818,339 1,672,646 1,683,646 -134,693 +11,000
9000 Naval reactors............couviineennvinninnnnin, 781,800 808,219 808,219 +26,419 .
9100 Office of the Administrator....................... 340,281 394,656 415,879 +75,588 +21,223
9200 Subtotal, National Nuclear Security
9300 Administration. ... ... . i i 9,216,013 9,386,833 8,786,881 -429,132 -599,952

9400 Defense environmental cleanup..............c..vuuunn.. 5,731,839 5,363,905 5,766,561 +34,722 +402,656

GLT



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL} AUTHORITY FOR 2007
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2008
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2007 FY 2008 Bill vs, Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
9600 Other defense activities................. ..o v, 636,271 763,974 604,313 -31,958 -159,661
9700 Defense nuclear waste disposal.........coverinven. ... 346,500 292,048 292,048 -54,454 ---
9800 Total, Atomic Energy Defense Activities......... 15,930,623 15,806,758 15,449,801 -480,822 -356,957
9900 Power Marketing Administrations
10000 Operation and maintenance, Southeastern Power
10100 Administration. . ... . i i i 38,315 54,876 54,876 +16, 561 ...
10200 Offsetting collection......................ovi.t, -32,713 -48,413 -48,413 -15,700 R
10300 Subtotal, 0&M, Southeastern Power Administration 5,602 6,463 6,463 +861 .-
10400 Operation and maintenance, Southwestern Power
10500 Administration.. ... ... .. 32,998 65,442 65,442 +32,444 .
10600 Offsetting collection..... ... .. ... ..o, -3,000 -35,000 -35,000 -32,000 .-
10800 Subtotal, 08M, Southwestern Power Administration 29,998 30,442 30,442 +444 -
10900 Construction, rehabilitation, operation and
11000 maintenance, Western Area Power Administration...... 515,031 463,669 463,669 -51,362 -
11100 Offsetting collection..... ... iin... -279,000 -258,702 -258,702 +20,298 EEEN
11140 Offsettting collection Colorado River Dam Fund.... -3,705 -3,937 -3,937 -232 R

11400 Subtotal, 0&M, Western Area Power Administration 232,326 201,030 201,030 -31,296 -

ELT
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12000
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12800
12900
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2007
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2008
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2007 FY 2008 Bi11 vs. Bill vs.
Enacted Request Bill Enacted Request
Falcon and Amistad operating and maintenance fund..... 2,665 2,500 2,500 -165 -
Total, Power Marketing Administrations........ 270,591 240,435 240,435 -30,166 ---
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Salaries and eXpenses. . ... .....iieriininiiiineiniinn 221,902 255,425 255,425 +33,523 PR
Revenues applied. . ... .. ..o iiniiine it -221,902 -255,425 -255,425 -33,523 - [t
N |
Total, title III, Department of Energy.......... 24,228,193 24,762,713 25,243,119 +1,014,926 +480, 406 e~
Appropriations. ... ... ... .. i (24,093,193) (24,911,713) (25,392,119) (+1,298,926) (+480, 406)
Rescissions. . ... . .. .. i i, PR (-149,000) (-149,000) {-149,000) .-
TITLE IV - INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
Appalachian Regional Commission...................c0u.. 64,858 65,000 35,000 -29,858 -30,000
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board............... 21,914 22,499 22,499 +585 -
Delta Regional Authority.............ciiiuiiiaiiuin. 11,888 6,000 6,000 -5,888 -
Denali Commission.......... .. .0 i iiiniiuinnnnsanes 49,509 1,800 1,800 -47,708 PR
Nuclear Regulatory Commission:
Salaries and exXpenses. ... .........eiiiiiniiarinaa 816,639 908,409 925,559 +108,9820 +17,150
Revenues. . .. .. . i i e s -659,328 -757,720 -757,720 -98,302 P
Subtotal....... ... ... ... . 167,311 150,689 167,839 +10,528 +17,150

13400



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2007
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2008
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 2007 FY 2008 Bil11 vs. Bill vs.

Enacted Request Bill Enacted Reguest
13500 Office of Inspector General.............cvcvv.vn. 8,285 8,144 8,144 -141 -
13600 ReVEMUES . . ittt et e e e e -7,410 -7,330 -7,330 +80 -
13700 Subtotal........ ... e 875 814 814 -61 -
13800 Total, Nuclear Regulatory Commission........ 158,186 151,503 168,653 +10,467 +17,150
13900 Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board.................. 3,59 3,621 3,621 +30 ---
14000 Tennessee Valley Authority: Office of Inspector
14100  General. ... ...ttt e e EE 15,000 .- - -15,000
14200  Offset..... .. i i EE -15,000 .- .- +15,000
14220 OQffice of the Federal Coordinator for Alaska natural
14230 gas transportation projects......................... --- 2,322 2,322 +2,322 ---
14300 Total, title IV, Independent agencies........... 309,946 252,745 239,895 -70,051 -12,850
14400 Grand total.. .. ... ... it 32,562,190 30,887,338 32,140,321 -421,869 +1,252,983
14500 Appropriations. .......... .. ... .. . 0. (30,800,525) (31,036,338) (32,294,109) (+1,493,584) (+1,257,771)
14600 Emergency appropriations.................... (1,761,665) --- --- (-1,761,6865) .-

14800 Rescission.......... ... ... . ... ... .. --- (-149,000) (-153,788) (-153,788) (-4,788)

GLT



ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF REPRESENTATIVES LEWIS OF
CALIFORNIA AND HOBSON

302(B) ALLOCATION

The 302(b) discretionary allocation for the fiscal year 2008 En-
ergy and Water Development Appropriations Bill is $31.6 billion,
an increase of $1.13 billion (3.7 percent) above the President’s re-
quest and $1.3 billion (4.3 percent) above the amount provided in
fiscal year 2007. Much of this increase in discretionary funding
would be justified to address chronic underfunding of water re-
sources infrastructure, but only if accompanied by project-specific
guidance directing how these funds are to be spent. If the House
is not able to include such project-specific guidance in the final con-
ference report, then we do not support providing these increased
funding levels to the agencies.

PRIORITIES IN THE BILL

This bill addresses some very difficult issues, including reversing
the degradation of our nation’s water infrastructure, developing do-
mestic energy sources with less impact on global climate, and fos-
tering our national security through rational efforts on nuclear
nonproliferation and nuclear weapons. While these are legitimate
priorities, the absence of Congressional direction for these large
funding increases and the decision to defer such direction to con-
ference is not only an abdication of our constitutional responsibil-
ities, but a fundamental disservice to our constituents as well. We
also caution that increased spending at the Department of Energy
is no guarantee of increased results. The subcommittee must con-
tinue intensive oversight to ensure that the increases in funding
are accompanied by increased results.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS

The concept of the Reliable Replacement Warhead (RRW) has
merit if it allows the United States to meet our strategic defense
goals while maintaining a smaller stockpile of more reliable weap-
ons that will not require nuclear testing. Unfortunately, what the
National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) has presented to
Congress is little more than a vague promise that RRW might lead
to a smaller future stockpile. At the same time, the NNSA is plan-
ning to modernize its infrastructure to meet anticipated needs out
to the year 2030, and is basing this modernization plan on the as-
sumption that the current stockpile remains largely unchanged in
terms of systems and total numbers. What is needed is a specific
stockpile plan from the Administration, based upon validated stra-
tegic goals and military requirements, that shows how developing
the RRW will actually get us to a much smaller, more responsible
future stockpile. Such a stockpile plan is absolutely essential before

(176)
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we invest in the modernization of the DOE nuclear weapons com-
plex. NNSA must strive to transform its existing complex from a
Cold War relic, with weapons laboratories plagued by security
lapses, safety accidents, and persistent mismanagement, to a
streamlined operation aligned with the national security demands
and economic constraints of the post-9/11 environment. NNSA lab-
oratories should not aspire to involvement in other program activi-
ties of the Department until they demonstrate they can execute
their primary weapons responsibilities in a safe, secure, and effi-
cient manner.

MIXED OXIDE (MOX) FUEL FABRICATION FACILITY

This project, which DOE originally told Congress would cost only
$1 billion, has now escalated to $4.7 billion before construction has
even started. The life cycle cost for all of the activities and facilities
necessary to dispose of 34 metric tons of excess U.S. weapons usa-
ble plutonium is currently estimated at $11 billion, and will most
certainly climb higher. This project is simply a waste of money. It
has completely lost its way from being a cooperative nonprolifera-
tion program with Russia to being little more than a jobs program
in South Carolina. While we are appreciative of the majority’s pro-
posed reduction in funding for this project, this funding should be
eliminated entirely and applied to other higher priority needs.

JERRY LEWIS.
DAVE HOBSON.

O



110TH CONGRESS REPT. 110-185
1st Session HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES Part 2

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATION BILL, 2008

JULY13, 2007.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. VISCLOSKY of Indiana, from the Committee on Appropriations,
submitted the following

SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 2641]

The Committee on Appropriations submits the following addi-
tional report in explanation of H.R. 2641, making appropriations
for Energy and Water Development, and Related Agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2008. This report augments, but
does not replace, instructions and guidance provided in House Re-
port 110-185, the initial report filed by the Committee on this bill
on June 11, 2007. With this new report, the Committee has up-
dated its recommendations to give direction to agencies regarding
funding for specific projects and to comply with clause 9 of rule XXI
as it relates to transparency requirements when projects have been
requested by Members of Congress. It also includes Committee rec-
ommendations related to projects requested by the executive
branch as part of the Administration’s fiscal year 2008 budget.

In allocating the funds made available by this bill for various
agencies and appropriations accounts, the Committee directs that
the following projects be funded:

36641






TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

3
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - INVESTIGATIONS
(AMQUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

----- REQUEST ----- HOUSE
INV. PLNG  RECOMMENDED
ALASKA
YAKUTAT HARBOR, AK. ........... e e AN 300 --- 300
ARIZONA
LITTLE COLORADD RIVER WATERSHED, AZ.......... ....... .- .. 51
RILLITO RIVER, PIMA COUNTY, AZ......  ......... [ 300 300
RIO SALADO, OESTE, SALT RIVER, AZ...... ............ e me 300
VA SHLY-AY AKIMEL SALT RIVER RESTORATION, AZ.......... “-e 658 800
ARKANSAS
PINE MOUNTAIN LAKE, AR..... TSN . ... §00
WHITE RIVER NAVIGATION, AR..... e e .- --- 350
CALIFORNIA
ARROYD SECO WATERSHED, CA............ ... 0viionn. . s .- 200
BALLONA CREEK RESTORATION, CA.......... ............s .. “e- 500
CALTFORNIA COASTAL SEDIMENT MASTER PLAN, CA,.... . 300 .- 300
CARPINTERIA SHORELINE, CA  .......... ... . ..., .. .- 100
CITY OF NORWALK, CA.... .. iiiiiiiie vivininnnavas .. .e- .. 200
COAST OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES COUNTY. CA. . ...... ... -a 200
COYOTE & BERRYESSA CREEKS, CA .......... ... ..... 700 250 1,500
DESERT HOT SPRINGS .......... ..ot vhinnn - LR 800
ESTUDILLO CANAL, CA.... .. ... i it 425 .. 425
HAMILTON CITY, CA  .......... e e i --- --- 500
HEACOCK AND CACTUS CHANNELS, CA........... ... .. ..... .- .- 400
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE, CORNFIELDS, CA....... ‘e .o .- 250
MATILIJA DAM, CA... . ........ . ... ..., PR .- _.- 750
PAJARD RIVER, CA.......................... s oo .- 1,000
SAN BERNARDINO LAKES AND STREAMS, CA.. . ............ aue -. 850
SAN CLEMENTE SHORELINE, CA....... .........oo0s. .o .o 479
SAN JOAQUIN, WEST STANISLAUS COUNTY, ORESTIMBA CREEK . .. . 200
SANTA ANA RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, BIG BEAR LAKE, CA.,.. .o “e- 500
SANTA CLARA WATERSHED, CA..........  .......... . “e- ... 500
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO SHORELINE, CA ......... e e --- .- 500
SUN VALLEY WATERSHED, CA............. ... .. ..., . <. a-- 200
SUTTER COUNTY, CA ............ ... ...... AN 339 - 339
UPPER PENITENCIA CREEK, CA... ................ .. ..., 191 --- 300
WALNUT CREEK BASIN (GRAYSON & MURDERERS CREEKS}), CA... R .- 200
WHITEWATER RIVER BASIN, CA...... s e .. B -- 200
WILSON AND OAK GLEN CREEKS, CA  .........  ..... -- --- 308
COLORADD
CACHE LA POUDRE, CO ... ..o 0 ienininnn . 340 .- 340
CHATFIELD, CHERRY CREEK AND BEAR CREEK RESERVOIRS CO. .- - .- 200
FOUNTAIN CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES, €O0......... ........ --- _en 150
FLORIDA
FLAGLER COUNTY, FL............ ... ... .ciiuss PR ... s 300
PORT EVERGLADES HARBOR, FL....... ....... .00 “en wen 600
ST JOHNS COUNTY, FL..... e s ce .- 200
GEORGIA
AUGUSTA, GA........coiviitr ottt e e .- 750 750
LONG ISLAND, MARSH AND JOMNS CREEKS, GA..... ........ 531 “en §31
GAVANNAH HARBOR EXPANSION, GA ...... . .. - 700 700
GUAH

HAGATNA RIVER FLOOD CONTROL, GUAH ....... ...... 100 --- 100
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - INVESTIGATIONS
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

INV

HOUSE
RECOMMENDED

ALA WAL CANAL, OAHU, HI............ . ... ..0o0e.
BARBERS POINT HARBOR MODIFICATION, OAHU HI..... .
KAHUKU, HI.....oooooiiiuien 0 i iiaas
MAALAEA HARBOR, MAUI, HI  ........... ... o oooieeens
WATLUPE STREAM FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION, QAHU, HI......

ILLINOIS
DES PLAINES RIVER, IL (PHASE II}........ e

ILLINOIS RIVER BASIN RESTORATION, IL..................
UPPER WISS & ILLINOIS NAV IMPROVEMENTS, IL, IA HN HO&WI

INDIANA
INDIANA HARBOR, IN...........  ...........  .....
KANSAS
BRUSH CREEK, KS & M0 .......... ..., ...,
MANHATTAN, KS... ... cvih 0 iiiiineana
TOPEKA, KS.. .. ... it i s PR
UPPER TURKEY CREEK, KS.. . .. ... . ..o oo
KENTUCKY

GREENUP LOCKS AND DAM, KY B OH................ ...,
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE. MILL CREEK, KY...... .......,
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE. SOUTHWEST, KY...... N

LOUISIANA
BAYOU SORREL LOCK, LA.. ............ ... e
CALCASIEU LOCK, LA. .. ... ..o,
CALCASIEU RIVER BASIN, LA ............. ... . ... ..
LLOUISIANA COASTAL AREA ECOSYSTEM REST, LA (SCIENCE PRO
LOUISIANA COASTAL AREA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, LA......
SOUTHWEST COASTAL, LA.............  ..iiiviivienns

HARYLAND

ANACOSTIA RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, MD & DC ............
EASTERN SHORE, MID-CHESAPEAKE BAY ISLAND, HD ....

MASSACHUSETTS

BLACKSTONE RIVER WATERSHED, MA & RI ............

BOSTON HARBOR (45-FOOT CHANNEL), MA.........

COASTAL HASSACHUSETTS ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION HA
HICHIGAN

GREAT LAKES NAV SYST §TuDY, HI, IL. IN, MN, NY, OH, PA
WINNESOTA

BLUE EARTH ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, MN, SD. IA, ND.....,

WINNIEHAHA CREEK WATERSHED, MN................ .....

WILD RICE RIVER, RED RIVER OF THE NORTH BASIN, MN...
HISSOURI

KANSAS CITYS, MO & K§ ........... ves PN .
SPRINGFIELD, MO.......... ......o0 o oiavens

300

100

800

270

589
354

100

100

500

60
150
200

300
600
2,200

910

200
100
200
231

1,000
200
100

1,371
200
385

3,000
250

500
300

150
377
100

800

100
350
270

1,189
500
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - INVESTIGATIONS

{AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

HOUSE
RECOMHENDED

ST LOUIS FLOOD PROTECTION, HO...... ........... ...,
ST LOUIS RIVERFRONT, MO & IL............... ... ...,
SWOPE PARK, KANSAS CITY, MO........... s e
HONTANA
YELLOWSTONE RIVER CORRIDOR, MT............covivvvnt,
NEBRASKA
LOWER PLATTE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NE.........
NEW HAMPSHIRE

RERRIMACK RIVER WATERSHED STUDY, NH & WA .........
PORTSHOUTH HARBOR & PISCATAQUA RIVER, NH & ME,.....

NEW JERSEY
DELAWARE RIVER COMPREHENSIVE, NJ............. ......
HUDSON - RARITAN ESTUARY, HACKENSACK MEADUOWLANDS, NJ.
HUDSON - RARITAN ESTUARY, LOWER PASSAIC RIVER, NJ.
LOWER SADDLE RIVER, BERGER COUNTY, NJ...... .  .....
NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION, HEREFORD TO CAPE MAY INLE
PECKMAN RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NJ. .................

NEW HEXICO
HIDDLE RIO GRANDE BOSQUE, NH... ..............

NEW YORK
BRONX RIVER BASIN, NY .. .......... .00 . e
BUFFALO RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING, NY .. .......
HUDSON - RARITAN ESTUARY, GOWANUS CANAL, NY .
HUDSON - RARITAN ESTUARY, NY & NJ............  .....
ONONDAGA LAKE, NY... ... i vanineann
SAW MILL RIVER WATERSHED, NY.... . ............c.000..
UPPER DELAWARE RIVER NATERSHED NY ..............
UPPER SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN ENVIRON REST, COOPERSTOW
NORTH CARGLINA

CURRITUCK SQUND, NC  ................ ..., C e
NEUSE RIVER BASIN, NC .................. e e

DHIC

HOCKING RIVER, MONDAY CREEK, OH. .............. Cee
OHIO RIVER WATERFRONT, OH... .. .. ... . i

OKLAHOMA
0CLOGAH LAKE WATERSHED, OK & KS§ . ... ..iiiiivivvanen
OREGON

LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, OR & WA..
WALLA WALLA RIVER, OR........... . .. i i

PENNSYLVANIA

UPPER OHIO RIVER NAVIGATION SYSTEM STUDY, PA

200

130

200

311

150
554

281
148
200

200

130

300
200

350
705
400
250
256
300

311

750
200
100
200
500
300
700
102

150
554

400
250

200

100
200

2,000
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - INVESTIGATIONS
{AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

INV

HOUSE
RECOMMENDED

EDISTO ISLAND, SC......... ... oivnon
TENNESSE
MILL CREEK WATERSHED, DAVIDSON COUNTY, TH.. . . ......
TEXAS

BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, BROWNSVILLE CHANNEL, TX . .
BUFFALO BAYOU AND TRIBS, WHITE OAK BAYOU, TX  ......
DALLAS FLOODWAY, UPPER TRINITY RIVER BASIN, TX........
FREEPORT HARBOR, TX. ... . .. it iiiiiniiiinaannnnns
GREENS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX,........ (.. .v.iiiiiconnn,
GUADALUPE AND SAN ANTONIO RIVER BASINS, TX.. ........
LOWER COLORADO RIVER BASIN, TX...... FE N
MIDDLE BRAZOS RIVER, TX......... ... iiivievennnns
NUECES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TX  .............

RIO GRANDE BASIN, TX................  ..ciiiina.,
SPARKS ARROYQ, COLONIA, EL PASO, TX.............. .
TEXAS CITY CHANNEL {50-FOOT PROJECT). TX.... . ......
UPPER TRINITY RIVER BASIN, TX....... ... e

VIRGINIA

CAMERON/HOLMES RUN, YA........ ... ... .......... .
DISHMAL SWAMP AND DISMAL SWAMP CANAL, VA..... ... .....
NORFOLK HARBOR & CHANNELS, CRANEY ISLAND {EASTN&RD EXP
ELIZABETH RIVER, HAMPTON ROADS, VA.......... .

FOUR MILE RUN, VA .. ... . . it i vineeienns
JOHN H KERR DAM AND RESERVODIR, VA & NC (SECTIDN 216}
LYNNHAVEN RIVER BASIN, VA. ........ .........

PHILPOTT LAKE, VA ................ .. e

WASHINGTON

ELLIOTT BAY SEAWALL, WA........... ... .. (ooiviinn,
PUGET SOUND NEARSHORE HARINE HABITAT RESTORATION WA.
SKAGIT RIVER, WA........ . . ... .. ... ...
SKOKOMISH RIVER, WA . .............. e e

WISCONSIN

ST CROIX RIVER, MN & WI  ............... . .oues
ST. CROIX RIVER ENDANGERED HUSSEL RELOCATION HN & WI

SUBTOTAL FOR PROJECTS .  ...........c.eunn

NATIONAL PROGRAMS

AUTOMATED INFORMATION SYSTEMS SUPPORT TRI-CADD.
CHIEF'S 12 ACTIONS. .. ... ..civvinnnnes o 0 civiinensan
COASTAL FIELD DATA COLLECTION... ...  ........ Cevaes
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA STUDIES.  ............ ... «.ovnn
FEMA/MAP MOD COORDINATION. ................ e e
FLOOD DAMAGE DATA......... ..ottt ciiirniinnsennnn
FLOOD PLAIN MANAGEMENT SERVICES......... ...........
FLOOD PLAIN HANAGEMENT STUDY .................. PN
HYDROLOGIC STUDIES ... ...ttt iiian s
INTERNATIONAL WATER STUDIES.........  ..........
NATICNAL INVENTORY OF FLOOD/STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PRD
NATIONAL SHORELINE STUDY............ . ....ciiann.n.
OTHER COORDINATION PROGRAMS ........... ...... .
PLANNING ASSISTANCE TQ STATES ......... TN

257

400

721

300
300

250
223

300
300

400

100

257

400
100
100
7
588
1,350
500
300
500
223
125
300
1,000

800
62
3,000

700
300
300
300

300
600
500
400

400
350

60,001

350
3,100
1.400

75
1,500
220
11,000
1,000

250

200

375
3,880
9,624
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - INVESTIGATIONS
(AHOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

----- REQUEST ----- HOUSE

INV. PLNG. RECOMMENDED

PLANNING SUPPORT PROGRAM........... ........... .. 2,500 --- 2,500
PRECIPITATION STUDIES (NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE) .... 225 .- 225
REMOTE SENSING / GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM SUPPORT 150 --- 180
REPROGRAHMMING PAYBACKS .......... .. ... ........ ce- .- 4,800
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ........... .. ... ... ...0n . 17,300 --- 17,300
SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL INFORMATION CENTERS . ...... 50 - 50
STREAM GAGING (U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY). . ........ . 600 --- 600
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS. ........... ... .0 eie. AN 350 “e- 350
TRIBAL PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM.....  ......... e e 1,000 --- 1.000

TOTAL ... . o0 s 81,253 8,747 120,100
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Louisiana Coastal Area Ecosystem Restoration, Louisiana.—The
budget request includes $13,000,000 for this study. The Committee
remains supportive of the effort; however, due to large unobligated
balances the Committee recommends $3,000,000.

National Programs, Flood Plain Management Services.—For fis-
cal year 2008, the Committee has recommended $11,000,000 for
flood plain management services, $5,375,000 above the budget re-
quest. With the funds provided, the Corps is directed to undertake
the following studies with the amounts allocated below:

Bucks County, Pennsylvania ........ccccccceeeiieeeiiieciieeecree e e $250,000
City of Albany, Georgia ........ ... 250,000

Whitehall, Mason Run, Ohio ... 800,000
Will County, Ilinois .........ccccueeennee 500,000

National Programs, Planning Assistance to States.—For fiscal
year 2008, the Committee has recommended $9,624,000 for plan-
ning assistance to states, $5,074,000 above the budget request.
With the funds provided, the Corps is directed to undertake the fol-
lowing studies with the amounts allocated below:

City Of PerTY, IOWA ..ccveevieeeieeieeieeteeeeeteeeeete ettt ee ettt eneenes $23,000
Guist Creek Lake, Kentucky 160,000
La Mirada, California ...........ccccoevuvveeeeeeeecnnnnns 150,000
Lake Rogers, Creekmoor, North Carolina 60,000
Lehigh River Basin, Pennsylvania 175,000
McHenry County, Illinois .................... 300,000
Memphis, TEeNNEeSSE .....cccceeeeeveieecireeeeiee e ereeeevee e 200,000
Southington Water Supply Study, Connecticut 100,000
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CONSTRUCTION
(AHOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET
REQUEST

HOUSE
RECONMENDED

TRES RIOS, AZ... . ... .....
RIO DE FLAG, FLAGSTAFF, AZ RN
RIO SALADG, PHOENIX AND TEMPE REACHES, AZ.....
TUCSON DRAINAGE AREA, AZ.. .... . ..., .......

ARKANSAS
OZARK - JETA TAYLOR POWERHOUSE, AR (MAJOR REHAB)......
CALIFORNIA

AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED, CA.... ... ........... .-
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA (PERCHLORATE), CA.. ...,
CORTE MADERA CREEK, CA............  ..viiiainnes

GUADALUPE RIVER, CA. ... ....... . iiiievcans

HAMILTON AIRFIELD WETLANDS RESTORATION CA i
HARBOR/SOUTH BAY RECYCLING PROJECT. CA.... ... ... .....
LOWER WALNUT CREEK, CONTRA COASTA COUNTY, CA .
MURRIETA CREEK, CA . ... ... s

OAKLAND HARBOR (50-FOOT PROJECT),
PETALUMA RIVER FLOOD CONTROL, CA
PLACER COUNTY, CA.

PORT OF LONG BEACH CA
PORT OF LOS ANGELES CHANNEL DEEPENING, CA  .........
SACRAMENTG DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL, CA.............. .
SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTECTION PROJECT, CA  .......
SACRAMENTC RIVER, GLENN-COLUSA IRRIGATION DISTRICT, CA
SAN FRANCISCO BAY TO STOCKTON (JFB), CA... .  ......
SAN LUIS REY, CA. . .............. .

SANTA ANA RIVER HAINSTEM, CA.....
SOUTH SACRAMENTO COUNTY STREAMS, CA
SUCCESS DAM, TULE RIVER, CA (DAM SAFETY) e e
UPPER NEWPORT BAY, CA........... .

WEST SACRAMENTG FLOOD CONTROL, CA
YUBA, CA... ... .. .. e

DELAWARE
DELAWARE BAY COAST, BETHANY TO SOUTH BETHANY, DE......
FLORIDA

BREVARD COUNTY, FL. ..........oioiiviv tiiiiiae,
BROWARD COUNTY, FL (REIMBURSEMENT).  ..............
CEDAR HAMMOCK, WARES CREEK, FL............. .o
FLORIDA KEYS WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT, FL
HERBERT HOQVER DIKE, FL {SEEPAGE CONTROL)
JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FL............ .. . iiveen.n
LEE COUNTY, FL............. e

NASSAL COUNTY, FL . . . .. ... . ..., . C e e
PINELLAS COUNTY, FL.... . .. ... ... .
PORT EVERGLADES HARBOR, FL.......... .........00v.e.
SOUTH FLORIDA EVERGLADES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, FL...
ST LUCIE INLET, FL ... ... s i

ATLANTA - CSO, GA .. ..., ...... C eeiceras
ALLATOONA DAM AND POWERHOUSE, GA....... ...
BRUNSWICK HARBOR, GA. ..  ............. ...
RICHARD B RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE, GA & SC....

HAWAII

KAWATHAE, HI. .. C e e e

17,300

7,500

42,000

6,400
6,900

11,000
800
1.800
14,000

23,000

36,500
500
500

1.100
1,000
8,650
800
800
2.000
7,500
1,200
1.800
42,000
1,800
1,000
5,700
2,500
900
23,761
1,100
300
2,000

21,000

11,000

18,000

1,000
8,500
1.200

150

200
1,250
6,000
1,500

55,776

350
1,000
6,000
1,000
1,000

162,400
4,000

1,000
5,000
6,400
6,800

600
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CONSTRUCTION
{AMOUNTS IN THQUSANDS)

RURAL IDAHG, ID .................. (..ovevnn.
ILLINGIS

ALTON TO GALE LEVEE DISTRICTS, IL & HO ...........
CHAIN OF ROCKS CANAL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL (DEF CORR)
CHICAGO SANITARY AND SHIP CANAL DISPERSAL BARRIER, IL.
CHICAGO SANITARY AND SHIP CANAL, SECOND BARRIER, IL.
CHICAGD SHORELINE, IL............vivunnnnnnn ..
COOK COUNTY, IL...... P .
DES PLAINES RIVER, IL......... .. .......... P
EAST ST LOUIS, IL... ... ... .0 iiiiiiiins cinves
EAST ST LOUIS AND VICINITY, IL.......covvv ovieennnn,
ILLINGIS WATERWAY, LOCKPORT LOCK AND DAM, IL (REPLACEM
LOCK AND DAM 24, IL & MO (REHABILITATION)..... ......
LOCK NO, 27, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL (REHABILITATION)
HMADISON AND ST CLAIRE COUNTIES, IL..... .... .........
HCCOOK AND THORNTON RESERVOIRS, IL.................
MELVIN PRICE LOCK AND DAM, IL.. ............  ......
OLMSTED LOCKS AND DAM, QHIQ RIVER, IL & KXY .........
UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER RESTORATION, IL, IA, HN, MO &
WOOD RIVER LEVEE, IL............ .......... s

CALURET REGION, IN. ... .. .. oo tiiiiiianianan
INDIANAPOLIS, WHITE RIVER (NORTH}, IN .. ......... .
INDIANA SHORELINE, IN...........h tiiiniiiiinnn venns
JOHN T MYERS LOCKS AND DAMS, IN & KY...... ........
LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, IN.. .............  .........
OHIQ RIVER GREENWAY ACCESS, IN........... ....... ...

IOWA
DES MOINES RECREATIONAL RIVER, IA . .......... PN
LOCK AND DAM 18, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IA (REHAB) .......
LOCK AND DAM 11, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IA {(REHAB)........
KANSAS

TURKEY CREEK BASIN, KS &8 MO ..................ivinnes
TUTTLE CREEK LAKE, KS (DAM SAFETY} ..........  .....

KENTUCKY

BARKLEY DAN AND LAKE, KY & TN (REHAB).. ...........
KENTUCKY LOCK AND DAM, TENNESSEE RIVER, KY . ........,
MARKLAND LOCKS AND DAM, KY & IL (REHABILITATION).... .
HCALPINE LOCKS AND DAM, CHIO RIVER, KY & IN.......

SOUTHERN AND EASTERN KENTUCKY, KY .......... BRI
WOLF CREEK, KY (SEEPAGE CONTROL)....... .............

LOUTSIANA
COMITE RIVER DIVERSION CANAL, LA. ............ e
J BENNETT JOHNSTON WATERWAY, LA .. .......... ... ...
OQUACHITA RIVER LEVEES, LA ............ s
MARYLAND

CHESAPEAKE BAY ENVIRONHENTAL RESTORATION, MD P
CHESAPEAKE BAY OYSTER RECOVERY, MD & VA.... .....

MASSASSACHUSETTS

HOOSIC RIVER, MA.. ... .. e s
HUDDY RIVER, MA  ........ ... o ..

BUDGET

HOUSE

REQUEST RECOMMENDED

4,500
750
6,900
9.000
6,620
2,500
20,445
33,500
104,000
23,484

13,000

9,000
28,500

52,000

45,000

54,100

10,000

4,000

100
4,500
750
6,900
9,000
500
8,620
2,500
550
30,400
340
7,542
500
33,500
1,000
104,000
23,464
685

5,000
6,820
1.000
2,000
15,000
2,100

8,000
698
6,300

9,000
28,500

1,800
52,000
7.800
45,000
2,000
54,100

8.000
1,500
1,600

500
1.500

500
10.000
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CONSTRUCTION
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET
REQUEST

HOUSE
RECOMMENDED

MICHIGAN

GREAT LAKES FISHERY AND ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION.........
SAULT STE MARIE, MI...... ... ... .0 e

RILLE LACS, HN.... ... ... viiiir i SRS
NORTHEASTERN MINNESOTA.... . ............  .oonn.s
STILLWATER, MN....... ... ... ... .. C e

DESOTO COUNTY, MS.....  .......... e e
HMISSOURI

BLUE RIVER CHANNEL, KANSAS CITY, MO... .  .........

BOIS BRULE, HO........ .. ... . ooens s e
CAPE GIRARDEAU (FLOODWALL), MO....... ... ........
CLEARWATER LAKE, MO (SEEPAGE CONTROL).................
MISS RIVER BTWN THE OHIO AND MO RIVERS (REG WORKS), HO
STE. GENEVIEVE, MG ............ .. ...c.ooo.oon .

NEW JERSEY

HUDSON-RARITAN, HACKENSACK MEADOWLANDS, NJ..........
PASSAIC RIVER PRESERTATION OF NATURAL STORAGE AREAS..
RARITAN RIVER BASIN, GREEN BROOK SUB-BASIN, NJ...
TOWNSENDS INLET TO CAPE MAY INLET, NJ..... N

NEW MEXICO

ALAMOGORDO, NM. ................. f s
CANYON ROAD, SANTA FE, NM.. ... .............  .......
RIQ GRANDE FLOODWAY, SAN ACACIA TO BOSQUE DEL APACHE,.

NEW YORK

ATLANTIC COAST OF NYC, ROCKAWAY INLET TG NORTON POINT,
ATUANTIC COAST OF NYC, EAST ROCKAWAY INLET, NY.. .
FIRE ISLAND INLET TO MONTAUK POINT, NY. .............,
NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY HARBOR, NY & NJ........ BN
NEW YORK CITY WATERSHED. . ............. ..o coiennnn
ONONDAGA LAKE, NY ... i ioiianniia
ORCHARD BEACH, BRONX, NY... ..  ............ .
RAMAPO AND MAHWAH RIVERS ................  ......

NORTH CAROLINA
WILMINGTON HARBOR, NC  ................. ..ol
NORTH DAKOTA
GARRISON DAM AND POWER PLANT, ND (REPLACEMENT}.......
OHIO
HOLES CREEK, WEST CARROLLTON, OH.....  ........
LOWER GIRARD DAM, OH.............. ... ool
METROPOLITAN REGION OF CINCINNATI, DUCK CREEK, OH. .
OHID ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, OH  .......

OKLAHOKA

3,500

25,000
2,100

9,000

10,000

4,200

§,200

11,847

1,000
2,000

1.000
2,000
2,704

2,000

3,500
1,000
2,600
25,000
2,100
438

9,000
1,700
6,000

400
1,000
12.000
7,400

4,200
2,000
800

8,500
500
7.000
91,000
1,000
1,000
4,500
500

4,000

6,200

1,385
937
11,847
18,500
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CONSTRUCTION
(AROUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET HOUSE
REQUEST RECOHHENDED

CANTON LAKE, OK (DAM SAFETY}... .... ......... NN 17,300 17,300
WEBBERS FALLS LOCK & DAM, OK (REHAB) .  ......... . 31,000
OREGON
COLUMBIA RIVER CHANNEL IMPROVEMENTS. OR & WA...... 15,000 15,000
ELK CREEK LAKE, OR........ .icivvicr ciiniviinanns 11,030 11,030
LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, OR & WA... 1,000 2,200
PENNSYLVANIA
EMSWORTH L&D, OHIO RIVER, PA (STATIC INSTABILITY CORRE 43,000 43,000
LACKAWANNA RIVER AT SCRANTON, PA ...........  ...... .- 5,000
LOCKS AND DAMS 2, 3 AND 4, HONONGAHELA RIVER, PA... ... 76,300 70,300
NORTHEAST PENNSYLVANIA, PA..... . .......... .. .- 2,000
PRESQUE ISLE, PA............ Cheeesaeaee aaaaaan --- 500
SOUTHEASTERN PENNSYLVANIA, PA....... .......... --- 1.290
SOUTH CENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA, PA. . ............. ‘e - 11,000
THREE RIVER WET WEATHER DEMONSTRATION PROJECT, PA..... --- 1,000

PUERTD RICO

PORTUGUES AND BUCANA RIVERS, PR............... ... ... 35,000 35,000
RIG PUERTO NUEVO, PR. ................. e e 11,500 11,500

SOUTH CAROLINA
LAKES MARION AND MOULTRIE, SC . .........  ........ --- 6,000

SOUTH DAKGTA

FORT RANDALL DAM & POWERHOQUSE, SD (REHAB).. .. ....... c- 1,500
TENNESSEE
CENTER HILL DAM, TN (SEEPAGE CONTROL}.....  ........ 25,000 35,000
CHICKAMAUGA LOCK, TENNESSEE RIVER, TN.............. . 35,200 35,200
CUMBERLAND COUNTY WATER SUPPLY, TN....  ............ .- 200
TEXAS
BRAYS BAYQU, HOUSTON, TX.......... ... iiivenns . 14,841 14,841
CENTRAL CITY, FORT WORTH, TX..... .............. - e 8,000
CLEAR CREEK, TX.. ... iiiivinnn vo iicuivrnnnnnes awe 1,000
DALLAS FLOODWAY EXTENSION, TRINITY RIVER, TX ........ .. 6,000
EL PASO. TX....... i i o 150
HOUSTON - GALVESTON NAVIGATION CHANNELS TX. . 16,320 18,320
JOHNSON CREEK, ARLINGTON, TX............ . .icevons “.- 2,000
SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, TX .............. .. 2,000
SIMS BAYQU, HOUSTON, TX.. ................. [N 24,154 24,154
WHTNEY DAM AND POWERHOUSE, TX (REHAB).... .......... [T 4,500
VIRGINIA
JOHN H KERR DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA & NC (REPLACEMENT) 13,000 13,000
ROANGKE RIVER UPPER BASIN, HEADWATERS AREA, VA..... . 10,150 10,150
WASHINGTON
DUWAHISH/GREEN ECOSYSTEN RESTORATION, WA.. .... ...... .. 1,600
HT ST HELENS SEDIMENT CONTROL, WA.... ... ......... 10,200 10,200
HUD MOUNTAIN DAM, WA (FISH PASSAGE) NN 11,800 11,500
PUGET SOUND AND ADJACENT WATERS, WA  .......... .- 1,330

WEST VIRGINIA

BLUESTONE LAKE, WV (DAM SAFETY ASSURANCE).......... .. 12,000 12,000
CENTRAL WEST VIRGINIA, WV ........... C e .- 722
GREENBRIER RIVER BASIN, WV.....  ......... R .. 1,500
LEVISA AND TUG FORKS, WV, KY & VA ... ... ......... . wew 19,000

MARMET LOCK, KANAWHA RIVER, WV.... ..., . ........... 25,000 25,000
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CONSTRUCTION
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET HOUSE
REQUEST RECOMHENDED

ROBERT C BYRD LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, WV & GH...... 1,000 1,000

SOUTHERN WEST VIRGINIA, WV...... . ...... ... .00 .- 1.000

WEST VIRGINIA AND PENNSYLVANIA FLOOD CONTROL, WV & PA. .- 1.700
WISCONSIN

NORTHERN WISCONSIN, WI... ... ... ... .. . .iioiunan .- 8,000

ST. CROIX FALLS, WI..... ...........c0 oooiceen R 450

SUBTOTAL FOR PROJECTS...... ... . oiiiiiiiniinnnn 1,414,175 1,785,074

NATIONAL PROGRANS

ABANDONED MINE RESTORATION................... ....... .- 525
AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL PROGRAM.. ........... ....... 3,000 4,000
CHIEF'S 12 ACTIONS. ....... ... .iiiive iivvinnens 4,800 4,600
CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM
AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION (SECTION 206)..... 11,278 25,000
EMERGENCY STREAMBANK AND SHORELINE PROTECTION (SEC 907 10,000
FLOOD CONTROL PROGRAM (SECTION 205)........ 11,716 43,000
NAVIGATION PROGRAW (SECTION 107)....... ......... 477 4,000
PROJECT MODS FOR ENVIRON. (SECTION 1135}).... . . 11,190 25,000
SHORE PROTECTION PROGRAM (SECTION 103).. . ...... 422 4,000
SNAGGING AND CLEARING (SECTION 208)... .......... 10
DAM SAFETY AND SEEPAGE/STABILITY CORRECTION PROGRAM. . 39,000 44,000
EMPLOYEES COMPENSATION....... . ..........  ...ewn 21,000 21,000
ESTUARY RESTORATION PROGRAHM (PL 106-457)y......... . 5,000
INLAND WATERWAYS USERS BOARD - BOARD EXPENSE....... 40 40
INLAND WATERWAYS USERS BOARD - CORPS EXPENSE.......... 185 185
REPROGRAMMING PAYBACKS ............. ... ... 00 oiues Le- 30,000

TOTAL....... e e e i 1,523,000 2,008,874
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Santa Ana River mainstem, California.—The Committee has rec-
ommended an increase of $4,000,000 above the Administration’s re-
quest of $17,000,000 to continue studies to ascertain the nature
and extent of water quality degradation in the Santa Ana River re-
sulting from the construction and operation of Seven Oaks Dam
and to amend the Seven Oaks Dam water control plan in light of
current conditions and requirements.

Chicago sanitary and ship canal, Illinois.—For fiscal year 2008,
the Committee has recommended $750,000 for the Chicago sanitary
and ship canal for the operation and maintenance of barrier I; an
additional $6,900,000 is provided subject to authorization for the
completion of barrier II. The Committee fully supports this critical
project to prevent the movement of invasive fish species into the
Great Lakes.

Ohio environmental infrastructure.—For fiscal year 2008, the
Committee has recommended $19,500,000 for Ohio environmental
infrastructure. These funds shall be distributed as follows:

ATTPArK, ONI0 ....cecvieviiiieiceeeeeete ettt aens $1,600,000
Arbaugh-Hope, Ohio .........ccceviiiiniiiiiann. 200,000
Bloomingburg, Ohio 500,000
Brookfield, Ohio ........ccccccovvvereeeeecnnnnnnn. 850,000
Brown Street, Campus West, Ohio ............ 1,800,000
City of Stowe, Ohio ........cccoevvieieiiieiieieen, 250,000
Culpepper Area Water System, Ohio ......... 1,600,000

Defiance County, Auglaize River, Ohio ..... 600,000
Elyria, Ohio ......cccoocveeeiieniieiieieeieeeieeiees 350,000

Euclid Creek, Ohio .... 3,600,000
Louisville, Ohio .......... 800,000
Marysville, Ohio ......c.cccecveeenneennne 800,000
Mayfield Heights, Ohio ................ 500,000
Orrville, Ohio ......ccoeeeevieeeciieennns 650,000
Painsville, Ohio .............. 800,000
Perry Township, Ohio .... 550,000
Put-in-Bay, Ohio ............ 950,000
Struthers, Ohio .......... 1,300,000
Timberlake, ORio .........ccoovvvveeieiiiiiiieeeeeeeecceeeee e 400,000
Williamsburg Water Treatment Plant, Ohio 400,000
Windam, ORI0 ......ccooviiieiiiieeiie ettt eete e e eetee e e reeeeeareeeesaeeeenreeeenns 1,000,000

Northeast Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $2,000,000, of which $1,000,000 is for Nicholson Bor-
ough and $1,000,000 is for Towanda, Pennsylvania.

Southeastern Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania.—Within the funds
provided, $1,000,000 is for Tacony Creek, Philadelphia, $50,000 for
Whitpain Township, and $240,000 for the Borough of Hatfield,
Pennsylvania.

Levisa and Tug Forks & Upper Cumberland River, West Virginia,
Virginia, & Kentucky.—For fiscal year 2008, the Committee rec-
ommends a total of $10,000,000. Within the amounts provided,
$7,000,000 shall be for elements of the project in the Common-
wealth of Kentucky and the remaining $3,000,000 shall be avail-
able for the Commonwealth of Virginia elements of the project.

National Programs, Abandoned Mine Restoration.—For fiscal
year 2008, the Committee has recommended $525,000 for Mt. Dia-
blo, California.

Continuing Authorities Programs, Emergency Streambank Res-
toration.—For fiscal year 2008, the Committee has recommended
$10,000,000 for this program and recommends no congressionally
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directed projects. This program provides authority for the Corps to
design and construct emergency streambank and shoreline protec-
tion works to protect public highways and bridges, and other public
works, and nonprofit services such as hospitals and schools. The
Committee is concerned that by directing specific projects, there
may be instances where true emergencies are not addressed. How-
ever, should the Corps fail to properly manage this program, the
Committee will reconsider this position. The Corps is reminded
that this authority is for emergency situations where imminent
failure of the streambank or shoreline would adversely impact pub-
lic facilities.
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CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM
(in thousands of dollars)

NAVIGATION PROGRAM (SECTION 107)
BUCKS HARBOR, ME
ST. JEROME CREEK, MD
NORTHWESTERN MICHIGAN, TRAVERSE CITY, MI
HAMPTON HARBOR, NH
OLCOTT HARBOR BREAKWATER, NY
CHARLESTOWN BREACHWAY AND INLET, RI

SHORE PROTECTION (SECTION 103)
TARPON SPRINGS, FL
NAVAL YARD SEAWALL REPAIR, PA

FLOOD CONTROL PROGRAM (SECTION 205)
DALLAS BRANCH, PINHOOK CREEK, HUNTSVILLE, AL
TURKEY CREEK, BEN HILL COUNTY, GA
WAJAKEA STREAM, HI
MEREDOSIA, IL
INDIAN/DRY CREEK & TIME CHECK LEVEE, IA
WINNEBAGO RIVER LEVEE IMPROVEMENT, 1A
ELKTON, MD
ABERJONA RIVER, WINCHESTER, MA
CHIPPEWA RIVER AT MONTEVIDEQ, MN
HIGH SCHOOL BRANCH, NEOSHO, MO
PLATTE RIVER, FREMONT, NE
PLATTE RIVER, SHUYLER, NE
JACKSON BROOK, NJ
POPULAR BROOK, NJ
UPPER PASSAIC RIVER AND TRIBS, LONG HILL, NJ
PENNSVILLE, NJ
FUMER CREEK NY
LIMESTONE CREEK, FAYETTEVILLE, NY
MOYER CREEK, NY
STEEL CREEK, NY
FARGO, RIDGEWOOD ADDITION, ND
BEAVER CREEK & TRIBS, BRISTOL, TN
FIRST CREEK, KNOXVILLE, TN
SANDY CREEK, TN
FARMERS BRANCH, TARRANT COUNTY, TX
PECAN CREEK, GAINESVILLE, TX

$90
100
160
170
200
630

1,075
2,800

900

1,500
1,650
800
200
100
1,300
3,700
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CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM CONTINUED
(in thousands of dollars)

AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION (SECTION 206)
ARKANSAS RIVER FISHERIES HABITAT RESTORATION, PUEBLO, CO
GOOSE CREEK, CO
HOGAN'S CREEK, JACKSONVILLE, FL
ROSE BAY, VOLUISIA COUNTY,, FL
CHATTAHOOCHEE DAM REMOVAL, GA
ORLAND PARK, IL
SQUAW CREEK, (ROUND LAKE DRAIN), IL
CEDAR LAKE, IN
CLEAR LAKE, 1A
PAINT BRANCH FISH PASSAGE, MD
MALDEN RIVER ECOSYSTEM, MA
MILFORD POND, MA
TREATS POND, MA
WISWALL DAM, DURHAM, NH
NORTH HEMPSTEAD, NY
SOUNDVIEW PARK, BRONX, NY
WESTERN CARY STREAMS, CARY, NC
OLENTANGY 5TH AVENUE DAM, OH
SOUTHAMPTON CREEK, BUCKS COUNTY, PA
SWEET ARROW LAKE, PA
TEN MILE RIVER, RI
PISTOL CREEK, MARYVILLE, TN
SPRING LAKE, SAN MARCOS, TX
WWTP, MERIDIAN, TX
LAKE BELLE VIEW, WI

3155
223
200
2,530
2,000
3,900

730
4,400
2,600
2,700

400
740
440
200
87
95
1,200
182
160
1,260
375
300
60
100

PROJECT MODIFICATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT (SECTION 1135)

TUJUNGA WASH, CA

VIRGINIA KEY BEACH, FL

INDIAN RIDGE MARSH, CHICAGO, IL
LAKE SHELBYVILLE, IL

SPUNKY BOTTOMS, IL

BAYOU DESIARD, MONROE, LA

SEA LAMPREY BARRIER PROGRAM, MI
ASSUNPINK CREEK, TRENTON, NJ
ECOSYSTEM REVITALIZATION AT ROUTE 66, NM
NORTHPORT HARBOR, HUNTINGTON, NY
JPERCY PRIEST, TN

O.C. FISHER LAKE, TX

500
1,000
250
144
97
1,707
672
500
3,637
200
300
780
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FLOOD CONTROL - MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET HOUSE
REQUEST RECOMMENDED

INVESTIGATION
BAYDU METO BASIN, AR. ... ... ... ... e ves 2,700
ALEXANDRIA TO THE GULF, LA ... ... ... .. ... .., 200 200
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN FLOODWAY SYSTEM LAND STUDY, LA...... 200 200
COLDWATER RIVER BELOW ARKABUTLA LAKE, MS.............. 300 300
COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA.................... 400 400

CONSTRUCTION
CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN...... 53,385 53,385
MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, IL, KY, LA, HS, MO & TN, 28,767 35,567
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, FLOODWAY SYSTEM, LA................ 1,800 1,800
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA. ... ... .. ... . i 23,800 23,800
ST JOHNS BAYQU-NEW MADRID FLOODWAY, MO................ .. 2,000
WEST TENNESSEE TRIBUTARIES, TN........................ .- 300
WOLF RIVER, TN. .. e i i e e e see 200

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

REGION 8 LOWER MISSISSIPPI............................ 149,842 155,642
HAPPING. e 1,496 1,496
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Mississippi River Levees, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO.—The Com-
mittee has recommended $35,476,000 for this project. Within the
funds provided, $6,800,000 shall be available for the New Madrid
Levee Closure and Box Culvert.

Wolf River, Tennessee.—The Committee has recommended
$200,000 for this project to complete plans and specifications and
fully fund construction of the hiking trails within the 2,100 acre
wildlife corridor.

Wappapello Lake, Missouri.—The Committee has recommended
$6,000,000 for this project within Region 8 Lower Mississippi, in
addition to the amount requested, to address required actions re-
lated to the relocation of U.S. Highway 67 necessary as a result of
changes to the operation of the project. The Committee directs the
Corps to properly budget for the remaining cost of relocations that
have resulted from changes to the operation of the project.
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

REGION 01
REGION 02
REGION 03
REGION 04
REGION 05
REGION 06
REGION 07
REGION 08
REGION 09
REGION 10
REGION 11
REGION 12
REGION 13
REGION 14
REGION 15
REGION 16
REGION 17
REGION 18
REGION 19
REGION 20

NEW ENGLAND. .. ... ... . i
MID-ATLANTIC. ... s
SOUTH ATLANTIC-GULF....... ... ... .. .........
GREAT LAKES . . .. . i
TENNESSEE. .. .. ..............
UPPER HISSISSIPPI......... ... iiiiveiina,
LOWER MISSISSIPPI. . ........... ... .. ... . ....
SOURIS-RED-RAINY. ... ... o i
MISSOURL. ... ... .. i i
ARKANSAS-WHITE-RED. .. .......... ... ... ......
TEXAS-GULF ... e
RIO GRANDE.. ... .. ... ... . .. ... ... .. ..o,
UPPER COLORADOD. ... ... e
LOWER COLORADO ... .. ... ... i
GREAT BASIN. ... o i i s
PACIFIC NORTHWEST......... ... . ... ... ... ...
CALIFORNIA. ... ... . ... . ... i

SUBTOTAL FOR REGIONS. . ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
ITEMS NOT LISTED UNDER REGIONS

AQUATIC NUISANCE CONTROL RESEARCH.....................
ASSET MANAGEMENT/FACILITIES AND EQUIPHENT HMAINTENANCE.
BUDGET /MHANAGEMENT SUPPORT FOR 0&M BUSINESS PROGRAMS. ..
CHIEF'S 12 ACTIONS. ... ... . i i
COASTAL INLET RESEARCH PROGRAM........................
CONTINUING AUTHORITY PROGRAM

BENEFICIAL USES OF DREDGED MATERIAL (SECTION

204/207/933) .. s

NAVIGATION MITIGATION PROJECTS (SECTION 111)
CULTURAL RESOURCES (NAGPRA/CURATION)
DREDGE WHEELER READY RESERVE.................. ... . ...
DREDGING DATA AND LOCK PERFORWANCE HONITORING SYSTEN..
DREDGING OPERATIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH (DOER).
DREDGING OPERATIONS TECHNICAL SUPPORT PROGRAM (DOTS)..
EARTHQUAKE HAZARDS REDUCTION PROGRAM..................
FACILITY PROTECTION. . ... . .t
GREAT LAKES SEDIMENT TRANSPORT MODELS.................
INLAND WATERWAY NAVIGATION CHARTS.............. .......
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS........... ... .. ... .....
MONITORING OF COMPLETED NAVIGATION PROJECTS...........
NATIONAL COASTAL MAPPING.................... ... ccooonn
NATIONAL DAM SAFETY PROGRAM.............. ... ... ... ...
NATIONAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS PROGRAM (NEPP)........
NATIONAL NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES......
NATIONAL PORTFOLIO ASSESSMENT FOR REALLOCATION...... ..
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT TECHNICAL SUPPQORT (ABS,P2 WINABS).
PROTECTION OF NAVIGATION

PROTECT CLEAR AND STRAIGHTEN CHANNELS (SEC 3).....

REMOVAL OF SUNKEN VESSELS. . .......................

WATERBORNE COMMERCE STATISTICS....................

HARBOR MAINTENACE FEE DATA COLLECTION.......,.....
RECREATION ONE STOP {R1S) NATIONAL RECREATION RESERVA.
REGIONAL SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM. ...
RELIABILITY MODELS PROGRAM FOR MAJDR REHABILITATION, ..
WATER OPERATIONS TECHNICAL SUPPORT (WOTS).............

SUBTOTAL FOR ITEHS NOT LISTED UNDER REGIONS......

TOTAL FOR OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE.............

BUDGET HOUSE
REQUEST RECOMMENDED

48,758 63,845
163,816 202.579
334,031 371,080
105,475 138,726
314,314 324,164

23,404 24,015
243,843 235,741
151,907 166,148

2,874 2,949
177.727 152,737
194,268 207,444
168,943 186,022
28,036 30.820
52 53
3,610 3,704
745 764
270.265 278,392
114,648 140,594
24,396 25,033
794 815
2,371,706 2,555.635
690 690
4,000 4,000
5,365 5,365
8,737 8,737
2,475 2,475
2,663 2,975
4,874 4,874
1,500 1,500
8,000 8,000
1,082 1,062
6.080 6,080
1,391 1,391
270 270
12.000 12,000
900 900
3,708 3,708
1,780 1,780
1,576 1,575
4,000 4,000
10,000 10,000
5,000 5,000
3,296 3,298
300 300

300 300

50 50

500 500
4,271 4,271
725 725
1,130 1,130
1,391 1,381
608 508

653 853
99,294 99.606

1

2,855,24
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Region 01

Aunt Lydia’s Cove, Massachusetts.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $400,000 for this project.

Block Island Harbor, Rhode Island.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $150,000 for this project.

Boston Harbor (Inner harbor), Massachusetts.—The Committee
has recommended $1,000,000 for this project, in addition to the
budget request.

Bridgeport Harbor, Connecticut.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $750,000 for this project.

Green Harbor Marshfield, Massachusetts.—The Committee has
recommended $2,000,000 for this project.

Hampton Harbor, New Hampshire.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $120,000 for this project.

Mpystic River, Connecticut.—The Committee has recommended
$400,000 for this project.

Newburyport Harbor, Massachusetts.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $1,400,000 for this project.

Norwalk Harbor, Connecticut.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $8,000,000 for this project.

Sesuit Harbor, Massachusetts.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $250,000 for this project.

Westport River, Massachusetts.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $120,000 for this project.

Region 02

AIWW; Dismal Swamp Canal, Virginia.—The Committee has
recommended $339,000 for this project, in addition to the budget
request.

Appomattox River, Virginia.—The Committee has recommended
$1,500,000 for this project.

Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland.—The Committee has
recommended $2,845,000 for this project, in addition to the budget
request.

Barnegat Inlet, New Jersey.—The Committee has recommended
$2,000,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Boston Harbor (Inner harbor), Massachusetts.—The Committee
has recommended $1,000,000 for this project, in addition to the
budget request.

Broad Creek, Virginia.—The Committee has recommended
$700,000 for this project.

Cocheco River, Dover, New Hampshire.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $1,800,000 for this project.

Cowanesque Lake, Pennsylvania.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $380,000 for this project, in addition to the budget re-
quest.

East Branch Clarion River Lake, Pennsylvania.—The Committee
has recommended $100,000 for this project, in addition to the budg-
et request.

Glen Cove Creek, New York.—The Committee has recommended
$350,000 for this project.

Jamaica Bay, New York.—The Committee has recommended
$1,000,000 for this project.



23

James River Channel, Virginia.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $1,410,000 for this project, in addition to the budget re-
quest.

Jones Inlet, New York.—The Committee has recommended
$4,900,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Long Island Sound Dredge Material Management Plan (DMMP),
Connecticut and New York.—The Committee has recommended
$2,000,000 for the Long Island Sound DMMP, in addition to the
budget request.

Newark Bay, Hackensack & Passaic Rivers, New Jersey.—The
Committee has recommended $500,000 for this project, in addition
to the budget request.

Norfolk Harbor, Virginia.—The Committee has recommended
$4,000,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Parish Creek, Maryland.—The Committee has recommended
$60,000 for the Parish Creek project.

Poplar Island, Maryland.—The Committee has recommended
$3,780,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Schuylkill River at Girard Point, Pennsylvania.—The Committee
has recommended $100,000 for this project.

Shark River, New Jersey.—The Committee has recommended
$225,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Tioga-Hammond Lakes, Pennsylvania.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $401,000 for this project, in addition to the amount re-
quested.

Tyler’s Beach, Virginia.—The Committee has recommended
$870,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Wicomico River, Wicomico County, Maryland.—The Committee
has recommended $700,000 for this project, in addition to the budg-
et request.

Wilmington Harbor, New Castle County, Delaware.—The Com-
mittee has recommended $2,950,000 for this project, in addition to
the budget request.

Region 03

Alabama-Coosa Rivers, Alabama.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $2,200,000 for this project, in addition to the budget re-
quest.

Allatoona Lake, Georgia.—The Committee has recommended
$1,170,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway (AIWW), Georgia.—The Com-
mittee has recommended $2,543,000 for the portion of the ATIWW
in Georgia, in addition to the budget request.

Buford Dam and Lake Sidney Lanier, Georgia.—The Committee
has recommended $500,000 for this project, in addition to the budg-
et request.

Canaveral Harbor, Florida.—The Committee has recommended
$1,000,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Carolina Beach Inlet, North Carolina.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $1,230,000 for this project.

Escambia and Conecuh Rivers, Florida.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $320,000 for this project, in addition to the budget re-
quest.
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Everglades and South Florida, Seminole Big Cypress, Florida.—
The Committee has recommended $300,000 for this project, in ad-
dition to the budget request.

Georgetown Harbor, South Carolina.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $3,890,000 for this project, in addition to the budget re-
quest.

Horseshoe Cove, Florida.—The Committee has recommended
$2,700,000 for this project.

Intracoastal Waterway (IWW), Jacksonville to Miami, Florida.—
The Committee has recommended $2,000,000 for this project, in ad-
dition to the budget request.

Intracoastal Waterway, Caloosahatchee River to Anclote River,
Florida.—The Committee has recommended $1,350,000 for this
project, in addition to the budget request.

Manatee Harbor, Florida.—The Committee has recommended
$1,500,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Millers Ferry Lock and Dam, Alabama.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $217,000 for this project, in addition to the budget re-
quest.

Naples to Big Marco Pass, Florida.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $1,500,000 for this project.

New Topsail Inlet and Connecting channels, North Carolina.—
The Committee has recommended $670,000 for this project.

Palm Beach Harbor, Florida.—The Committee has recommended
$1,830,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Robert F. Henry Lock and Dam, Alabama.—The Committee has
recommended $1,500,000 for this project, in addition to the budget
request.

Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway, Alabama & Mississippi.—The
Committee has recommended $1,200,000 for this project, in addi-
tion to the budget request.

Region 04

Great Lakes Navigation.—The Committee has recommended
$10,000,000 for navigation improvements on the Great Lakes Re-
gion, in addition to the budget request.

Arcadia Harbor, Michigan.—The Committee has recommended
$160,000 for this project.

Ashtabula Harbor, Ohio.—The Committee has recommended
$2,000,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Buffalo Harbor, New York.—The Committee has recommended
$200,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Burns Waterway harbor, Indiana.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $1,800,000 for the Burns Waterway harbor, in addition
to the amount requested in the budget. Dredging activities should
place priority on the Bailly intake pipe area.

Burns Waterway small boat harbor, Indiana.—The Committee
has recommended $61,000 for this project.

Clinton River, Michigan.—The Committee has recommended
$660,000 for this project.

Duluth-Superior Harbor, Minnesota & Wisconsin.—The Com-
mittee has recommended $300,000 for the Duluth-Superior Harbor
project, in addition to the budget request.
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Green Bay Harbor, Wisconsin.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $1,460,000 for this project, in addition to the budget re-
quest.

Huron Harbor, Ohio.—The Committee has recommended
$1,000,000 for this project.

Irondequoit Harbor, New York.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $400,000 for this project.

Kewaunee Harbor, Wisconsin.—The Committee has recommended
$430,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Lake Superior Small Harbor Dredging, Wisconsin.—The Com-
mittee has recommended $1,589,000 to respond to maintenance
needs of small harbors on Lake Superior.

Leland Harbor, Michigan.—The Committee has recommended
$190,000 for this project.

Lexington Harbor, Michigan.—The Committee has recommended
$175,000 for this project.

Menominee, Michigan.—The Committee has recommended
$1,000,000 for this project.

Michigan City Harbor, Indiana.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $2,000,000 for this project.

Monroe Harbor, Michigan.—The Committee has recommended
$550,000 for this project.

Pentwater Harbor, Michigan.—The Committee has recommended
$163,000 for this project.

Port Sanilac Harbor, Michigan.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $150,000 for this project

Portage Lake, Michigan.—The Committee has recommended
$245,000 for this project.

Rieck’s Lake, Wisconsin.—The Committee has recommended
$65,000 for this project.

Rochester Harbor, New York.—The Committee has recommended
$1,600,000 for this project.

Saginaw River, Michigan.—The Committee has recommended
$1,752,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Saugatuck Harbor, Michigan.—The Committee has recommended
$315,000 for this project.

South Haven Harbor, Michigan.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $302,000 for this project.

St. Joseph Harbor, Michigan.—The Committee has recommended
$400,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Sturgeon Bay Harbor & Lake Michigan Ship Canal, Wisconsin.—
The Committee has recommended $630,000 for this project, in ad-
dition to budget request.

White Lake Harbor, Michigan.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $125,000 for this project.

Region 05

Ohio River Navigation.—The Committee has recommended
$5,000,000 for Ohio River Navigation Improvements, in addition to
the budget request to implement improvements identified in the
five-year plan.

Dale Hollow Lake, Tennessee.—The Committee has recommended
$350,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.
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Elvis Stahr (Hickman) Harbor, Kentucky.—The Committee has
recommended $1,830,000 for this project, in addition to the budget
request.

J. Percy Priest Dam and Reservoir, Tennessee.—The Committee
has recommended $500,000 for this project, in addition to the budg-
et request for recreation upgrades.

Ohio River Locks & Dams, West Virginia, Kentucky & Ohio.—The
Committee has recommended $1,000,000 for the Ohio River Locks
and Dams for recreation improvements at Parkersburg, in addition
to the budget request.

Paintsville Lake, Kentucky.—The Committee has recommended
$150,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Tionesta Lake, Pennsylvania.—The Committee has recommended
$225,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Upper Monongahela River Automation Project, West Virginia.—
The Committee has recommended $350,000 for this project.

Region 07

St. Paul Lower Harbor, Minnesota.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $100,000 for this project.

Sunset boat basin, Illinois.—The Committee has recommended
$100,000 for this project

Waukegan Harbor, Illinois.—The Committee has recommended
$582,000 for the Waukegan Harbor, in addition to the budget re-
quest.

Region 08

Houma Navigation Canal, Louisiana.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $4,065,000 for this project, in addition to the budget re-
quest.

Mississippt River Project (MVR).—The Committee has rec-
ommended $150,000 for Mill Creek South Slough, Illinois, in addi-
tion to the budget request for the Mississippi River project.

Ouachita and Black Rivers, Arkansas and Louisiana.—The Com-
mittee has recommended $5,400,000 for this project, in addition to
the budget request.

Wolf River, Tennessee.—The Committee has recommended
$400,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Region 10

Clinton Lake, Kansas.—The Committee has recommended
$1,125,000, to be used for the dam toe road access and dam road
repairs, in addition to the budget request.

Region 11

El Dorado Lake, Kansas.—The Committee has recommended
$150,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System, Oklahoma.—
The Committee has recommended $1,549,000 for this project, in ad-
dition to the budget request.

Table Rock Lake, Missouri.—The Committee has recommended
$1,500,000 for the operation and maintenance of this project, in ad-
dition to the budget request.
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White River, Arkansas.—The Committee has recommended
$4,700,000 for maintenance of the navigation channel, in addition
to the budget request.

Region 12

Benbrook Lake, Texas.—In addition to the amount requested,
$502,000 is recommended for this project.

Brazos Island Harbor, Texas.—The Committee has recommended
$3,000,000 for this project.

Houston Ship Channel, Texas.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $1,000,000 for this project, in addition to the budget re-
quest.

Lake Waco, Texas.—The Committee has recommended $1,500,000
for this project, in addition to the amount requested for the replace-
ment of failing water delivery systems and for necessary repairs re-
sulting from recent flooding.

Lake Whitney, Texas.—In addition to the amount requested,
$2,000,000 is recommended for Ham Creek and $1,000,000 is rec-
ommended for necessary repairs resulting from recent flooding.

Lewisville Dam, Texas.—The Committee has recommended
$2,000,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Town Bluff Dam, Texas.—The Committee has recommended
$1,345,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request for im-
provements at Campers Cove, Sandy Creek, and East End.

Region 13

Rio Grande Bosque Rehabilitation, New Mexico.—The Committee
has recommended $2,000,000 for this project.

Region 17

Columbia River at Baker Bay, Washington.—The Committee has
recommended $640,000 for this project.

Coos Bay, Oregon.—The Committee has recommended $3,000,000
for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Grays Harbor, Washington.—The Committee has recommended
$3,095,000 for the operation and maintenance of this project, in ad-
dition to the budget request.

Siuslaw River, Oregon.—The Committee has recommended
$219,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Tillamook Bay & Bar, Oregon.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $2,000,000 for this project.

Umpqua River, Oregon.—The Committee has recommended
$1,244,000 for this project, in addition to the budget request.

Yaquina River, Oregon.—The Committee has recommended
$848,000 for this project.

Region 18

Dry Creek (Warm Springs) lake and channel, California.—The
Committee has recommended $657,000 for this project in addition
to the budget request. Of the funds provided, $104,000 shall be
available to update the inundation maps for the project.

Jack D. Maltester Channel (San Leandro), California.—The Com-
mittee has recommended $2,500,000 for this project.



28

Moss Landing Harbor, California.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $2,530,000 for this project, in addition to the budget re-
quest.

Noyo Harbor, California.—The Committee has recommended
$1,475,000 for this project.

Oakland Harbor, California.—The Committee has recommended
$2,690,000 for the Oakland Harbor, in addition to the amount re-
quested.

Pillar Point Harbor, California.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $2,580,000 for this project.

Pinole Shoal management study, California.—The Committee
hasd recommended $500,000 for the Pinole Shoal management
study.

San Francisco Bay Harbor & Bay (Drift Removal), California.—
The Committee has recommended $1,195,000 for the San Francisco
Bay Harbor & Bay Drift Removal, in addition to the amount re-
quested.

San Francisco Bay Harbor, California.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $400,000 for the San Francisco Bay Harbor to advance
the Ocean Beach Nourishment project, in addition to the budget re-
quest.

San Francisco Bay Long Term Management Strategy, Cali-
fornia.—The Committee has recommended $2,500,000 for this
project.

San Pablo Bay and Mare Island Strait, California.—The Com-
mittee has recommended $2,650,000 for the San Pablo Bay and
Mare Island Strait project.

San Rafael Channel, California.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $2,175,000 for this project.

Suisun Bay Channel, California.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $518,000 for the Suisun Bay Channel, in addition to the
budget request.

National Programs

Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material.—Within the funds provided,
$250,000 shall be available for the Wynn Road, Oregon, Ohio
project.

Navigation Mitigation Projects.—Within the funds provided,
$250,000 shall be available for the Camp Ellis, Saco, Maine project
and $300,000 shall be available for the Mattituck Harbor, New
York project.



TITLE II
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
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WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES
{AMDUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

----- REQUEST ----- --- RECOMMENDED ---
RES. FAC. RES. FAC.
HGHT. OngR MGMT. OHER
ARTZONA
AK CHIN WATER RIGHTS SETTLEMENT ACT PROJECT....... - - 8,700 .- 8,700
CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT, COLORADC RIVER BASIN... ... 26,961 218 26,981 218
COLORADO RIVER FRONT WORK AND LEVEE SYSTEH.. ceee 3,312 ... 3,312 B
NORTHERN ARIZONA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM..... ........ 385 ae- 385 .-
PHOENIX METROPOLITAN WATER REUSE PROJECT........ ..... 200 .- 250 ---
SALT RIVER PROJECT........... .o chh ounnn 360 240 360 240
SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE WATER SETTLEMENT ACT PP 310 .- 310 ---
SOUTH/CENTRAL ARIZONA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAH ........ 915 .- 915 -
SOUTHERN ARIZONA WATER RIGHTS SETTLEMENT ACT PROJECT 4,445 —ee 4,445 .-
YUMA AREA PROJECTS.... ... . ..oiiin v 1,852 21,257 1,652 21,257
YUMA EAST WETLANDS. e e e e . .. .- 1,500 .-
CALIFORNIA
CACHUMA PROJECT........ ...... ..., Ceee e e 1,07 640 1,071 840
CALIFORNIA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM ...... . 460 .- 460 ---
CALLEGUAS MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT RECYCLING PLANT P 900 ... 1,200 .-
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECTS:
AMERICAN RIVER DIVISION.. ........... ..... P 1,803 7.725 3,203 7,725
AUBURN-FOLSOM SOUTH UNIT .................. 4,723 100 4,723 100
DELTA DIVISION. ... ........... 11,818 5,830 11,818 5,830
EAST SIDE DIVISION 1,551 2,903 1,551 2,903
FRIANT DIVISION 2,281 3,686 3,261 3,686
HMISCELLANEQUS PROJECT PROGRAMS.. 12,897 1.083 12,867 1.083
REPLACENENTS, ADDITIONS, AND EXTRAORDINARY MAINT, LR 19,410 ce- 18,410
SACRAMENTO RIVER DIVISION... . ... ..... ..... §,522 1,508 6,522 1,508
SAN FELIPE DIVISION.. ..... RN e . 891 29 891 29
SAN JOAQUIN DIVISION. ..... ..... PN PN 327 .. 327 ---
SHASTA DIVISION..... ........... . 584 7.957 584 7,957
TRINITY RIVER DIVISION.. ..... ..... . .. 7,328 3,133 7,328 3.133
WATER AND POWER OPERATIONS.... ........... ...... 1,407 8,874 1,407 8,874
WEST SAN JOAQUIN DIVISION, SAN LUIS UNIT . ....... 3,460 6,504 3,460 6,504
YIELD FEASIBILITY INVESTIGATION............ ..... 562 --- 562 -
HI-DESERT WASTEWATER COLLECTION & REUSE...... ...... . -en .. 500 .-
LAKE CACHUMA WATER & SEWER TREATHMENT ..... ..... .- --- 2,000 ...
LONG BEACH AREA WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROJECT 800 --- 8600 .-
LONG BEACH DESALINATION RESEARCH AND DEVELOPHMENT PROJ 250 .-~ 750 --
LOS ANGELES BASIN (WATERSHED WATER SUPPLY AUGMENTATION .- .- 500 .-
MOKELUMNE RIVER REGIONAL WATER STORAGE...... ......... “a. ann 100 ---
NORTH BAY WATER REUSE PROJECT ................. ... .... .. EE 200 .-
NORTH SAN DIEGG COUNTY AREA WATER RECYCLING PRQJECT. 1,500 .en 3,000 .-
ORANGE COUNTY REGIONAL WATER RECLAMATION PROJECT, PHAS 1,500 —.e 2,500 -
ORLAND PROJECT........... .. ... ... ... ooee 15 702 15 702
RANCHO WATER DISTRICT..............vvt vevinnnnns e ... --- 250 .-
SALTON SEA RESEARCH PROJECT.......... .... ..... 300 --- 2,000 ---
SAN DIEGD AREA WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROGRAH. 3,450 .-~ 3,450 .-
SAN GABRIEL BASIN PROUECT..... ...... ..... ..... e 700 .- 700 ...
SAN GABRIEL BASIN RESTORATION FUND.............. e _e Ee 3,000 --
SAN JOSE AREA WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROGRAM..... 200 .- 1,500 .-
SERI-TROPIC PHASE II........... e s PN .- - 1,500 --
SOLANQ PROJECT...... ....... . oviivnns P 1,452 2,533 1,452 2,533
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAA. ... 180 w. 1,000 .-
UPPER MOJAVE RIVER WELL FIELD ..... ....... .. . .- 250 L
VENTURA RIVER PROJECT........... .0 covniinnens NN 402 56 402 58
WATSONVILLE AREA WATER RECYCLING PROJECT.. ...... can - —an 2,000 A
COLORADO
ANIHMAS-LA PLATA PROJECT, CRSP ..... ..... ..... .. 57,750 250 58,750 250
COLLBRAN PROJECT. ... . ivirviinennns e 172 1,321 172 1,321
COLORADO-BIG THOMPSON PROJECT......... P ces 370 11,319 370 11,319
COLORADD INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM P 304 .- 304 .e-
FRUITGROWERS DAM PROJECT.......... s 57 151 57 151
FRYINGPAN-ARKANSAS PROJECT.......... PRSI e 172 8,897 172 §.897
GRAND VALLEY UNIT, CRBSCP, TITLE ILI... ..... Coee e 144 1,014 144 1.014
LEADVILLE/ARKANSAS RIVER RECOVERY..... e e . 38 1,994 36 1,994

HANCOS PROJECT............ ..iiicoe, N ceen 51 101 51 101
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WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

PARADOX VALLEY UNIT, CRBSCP, TITLE II... ...........
PINE RIVER PROJECT. ........ . N

SAN LUIS VALLEY PROJECT
UNCOMPAHGRE PROJECT.......
UPPER COLORADG RIVER OPERATIONS

IDAHO

BOISE AREA PROJECTS .......... . ........ ...,
COLUMBIA AND SNAKE RIVER SALMON RECOVERY PROJECT.
IDAHO INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM......
LEWISTON ORCHARDS PROJECTS.........
MINIDOKA AREA PROJECTS ..........

EQUUS BEDS. .. ... ... i e
KANSAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM.. ............ ........
WICHITA-CHENEY PROJECT........ ....... BT

HONTANA

FORT PECK RESERVATION/ DRY PRAIRIE RURAL WATER SYSTEH.
HUNGRY HORSE PROJECT.. ... .00 ciiviiiiiien vaven
HUNTLEY PROJECT. .......... ... .... PN
LOWER YELLOWSTONE PROJECT ........  ..........

MILK RIVER PROJECT ..........  ........ oo
MONTANA INVESTIGATIONS............ .........
ROCKY BOYS/NORTH CENTRAL MONTANA REGIONAL WATER
SUN RIVER PROJECT........ . .........0. .« oo..

HIRAGE FLATS PROJECT.......... ......... ... .....
NEBRASKA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM .......... .........

NEVADA

HALFWAY WASH PROJECT STUDY...
LAHONTAN BASIN PROJECT........ .......
LAKE HEAD /LAS VEGAS WASH PROGRAH
WATER REUSE FACILITY, NORTH LAS VEGAS  .........

NEW HEXICO

CARLSBAD PROJECT. ... .. .. Liiiivinecs vanvies
EASTERN NEW MEXICO INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAMS ..........
JICARILLA APACHE RESERVATION RURAL WATER SYSTEM. “e
HMIDDLE RIO GRANDE PROJECT.. e
NAVAJO NATION INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM. ., .. P,
PECOS RIVER BASIN WATER SALVAGE PROJECT ...........
RI0 GRANDE PROJECT..............cevtt i .

SAN JUAN RIVER BASIN INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM......
SOUTHERN NEW MEXICO/WEST TEXAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAH.
TUCUMCARI PROJECT  .........

RORTH DAKOTA

DAKOTAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM........................
PICK-SLOAN MISSOURI BASIN - GARRISON DIVERSION UNIT...

OKLAHOMA

ARBUCKLE PROJECT....  .....  ...... ...
ARBUCKLE-SIMPSON AQUIFER STUDY.... ........  .....
MCGEE CREEK PROJECT ........  ...... ...
HOUNTAIN PARK PROJECT
NORHAN PROJECT....
WASHITA BASIN PROJECT... . .......... ... ... ...,

----- REQUEST ----- -
RES. FAC
HEHT OMER
62 2,501
124 145
272 4,715
108 132
200 “a-
2,420 2,743
15,000 -
331 .
576 27
3,029 2,720
72 o
8 49
. 913
56 105
235 65
471 1,285
23 -
108 262
29 M
8 .
175 .
4,875 3,704
900 e
2,231 660
38 .-
12,005 11,195
84 e-
LR 197
833 3,683
133 ---
140 ...
23 10
76 -
204 e
15,485 4,725
51 137
42 568
15 400
18 387
28 1,487

RECOMMENDED - - -
RES FAC
HGMT . DHAR
62 2,501
124 145
272 4,715
108 132
260 -
2,420 2,743
15,000 e
331 .-
576 27
3,029 2,720
2,000 -
72 --
8 419
4,200 .-
.- 913
56 105
235 85
471 1,255
23 -
5,000 -
108 262
29 111
8 “wa
175 -
4,875 3,704
2,000 .
1,060 e
2,231 860
a8 e
3,000 -
12,005 11,195
84 e
e 197
833 3,683
133 -
140 .-
23 10
76 -
204 e
17,495 4,725
51 137
750 .-
42 568
15 400
16 387
26 1,467
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WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES
{AHOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

----- REQUEST ----- --- RECOMMENDED ---
RES. FAC. RES. FAC.
MGMT. OM&R HGHT . OMER
W.C. AUSTIN PROJECT........ ... ... ... ..., 18 357 18 357
OREGON
CROOKED RIVER PROJECT. ... ... 0ot cieannnen 426 548 426 548
DESCHUTES PROJECT ... ... ... . s 264 172 264 172
EASTERN OREGON PROJECTS.............coiiiiiiininns 521 289 521 288
KLAMATH PROJECT.................. ... 23,606 1.395 23,605 1,395
OREGON INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM.............. SN 232 ... 232 ---
ROGUE RIVER BASIN PROJECT, TALENT DIVISION. 851 490 851 490
SAVAGE RAPIDS DAM REMOVAL........... 15,000 .- 15,000 .-
TUALATIN BASIN WATER SUPPLY PROJECT. . .- .- 1.000 ---
TUALATIN PROJECT. . ......ovciiiii . 125 243 125 243
UMATILLA BASIN PROJECT, PHASE III..... NN wae .. 500 .-
UMATILLA PROJECT.. ... o i 957 2,689 957 2,689
SOUTH DAKOTA
LEWIS AND CLARK RURAL WATER SYSTEM.................... 15,000 .- 22,300 <.
MID-DAKOTA RURAL WATER PROJECT........................ --- 16 .-- 15
MNI WICONI PROJECT.................... . 19,474 9,526 23,474 9,526
PERKINS COUNTY RURAL WATER SYSTEM . .. --- 3,000 .-
RAPID VALLEY PROJECT, DEERFIELD DAM................... a-- 74 .- 74
TEXAS
BALMORHEA PROJECT. ... ... . it c i aans 41 17 41 17
CANADIAN RIVER PROJECT 72 72 72 72
DALLAS-TRINITY RIVER WASTEWATER STUDY.... .. v 500 “e-
LOWER RIO GRANDE VALLEY WATER RESOURCES.. . 50 - 2,000 .-
NUECES RIVER PROJECT.................... - 29 718 29 718
SAN ANGELOD PROJECT.................... . 10 331 10 331
TEXAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM......... ...... . 114 .- 114 ---
WILLIAMSON COUNTY WATER RECYCLING PROJECT............. .. .- 500 ---
UTAH
HYRUM PROJECT. ..o e 120 33 120 33
MOON LAKE PROJECT. .. . 3 28 3 29
NEWTON PROJECT...... ... ..ot . 54 25 54 25
NORTHERN UTAH INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM....... NN 76 - 76 .-
OGDEN RIVER PROJECT................... 160 92 160 92
PROVO RIVER PROJECT... 553 314 553 314
SCOFIELD PROJECT 56 37 56 37
SOUTHERN UTAH INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM.. 114 .- 414 .-
STRAWBERRY VALLEY PROJECT............. 204 16 204 16
WEBER BASIN PROJECT 1,546 421 1.546 421
WEBER RIVER PROJECT 48 69 48 69
WASHINGTOR
COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT. ... ... 3,858 8,298 3,658 8,299
ODESSA SUBAREA SPECIAL STUDY.. e 185 .- 1,185 ---
MAKAH COHMUNITY WATER PROJECT................ - “en - 550 .--
STORAGE DAM FISH PASSAGE FEASIBILITY STUDY...... L 400 aen 400 .-
WASHINGTON AREA PROJECTS.............. ... .. . 82 10 82 10
WASHINGTON INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM . 138 .- 138 ---
YAKIMA PROJECT ... ... o AN 1,188 6,789 1.155 6,789
YAKIMA RIVER BASIN WATER ENHANCEMENT PROJECT.... . 8,470 .- 8,470 .-
YAKIHA RIVER BASIN WATER STORAGE...................... --- .-- 1,000 .--
WYOMING
KENDRICK PROJECT .. ... . i e 108 3,838 108 3,839
NORTH PLATTE PROJECT . 323 1,816 323 1,816
SHOSHONE PROJECT..... 76 960 76 960

SUBTOTAL FOR PROJECTS. . ... .. ...ty 321,433 211,064 385,433 211,064
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WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

REGIONAL PROGRANS

COLORADG RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL, TITLE I.
COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL, TITLE 11,
COLORADG RIVER STORAGE, SECTION 5
COLORADG RIVER STORAGE, SECTION 8
COLORADO RIVER WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM......
DAH SAFETY PROGRAH

DEPARTHENT DAM SAFETY PROGRAM ...........

INITIATE SOD CORRECTIVE ACTION.........

SAFETY OF EVALUATION OF EXISTING DAMS. ... .
DROUGHT EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.................
EMERGENCY PLANNING & DISASTER RESPONSE PROGRAH,
ENDANGERED SPECIES RECOVERY IMPLEMENTATION.
ENVIRONMENTAL & INTERAGENCY COORDINATION ACTIVITIES
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION.... .........
EXAMINATION OF EXISTING STRUCTURES.. ........... .
FEDERAL BUILDING SEISMIC SAFETY PROGRAM.... . ......
GENERAL PLANNING STUDIES ........... . ... oot
LARD RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PROGRAM........ PPN
LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM............. ..........
LOWER COLORADO RIVER INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM...
LOWER COLORADO RIVER OPERATIONS PROGRAM.......
KHISCELLANEQUS FLOOD CONTROL OPERATIONS..
NATIVE AMERICAN AFFAIRS PROGRAM.............
NEGOTIATION & ADMINISTRATION OF WATER NARKETING
OPERATIONS AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
PICK-SLOAN MISSOURI BASIN...........
POWER PROGRAM SERVICES.........
PUBLIC ACCESS AND SAFETY PROGRAM............ ........
RECLAMATION LAW ADMINISTRATION... ........... .....
RECREATION & FISH & WILDLIFE PROGRAK ADMINISTRATION..
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

DESALINATION AND WATER PURIFICATION PROGRAM..
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM... ....... ......
SITE SECURITY. ... .. iiiiiiiiient ciiinianss ..
TITLE XVI WATER RECLAHATION AND REUSE PROGRAM .......
UNITED STATES/MEXICC BORDER ISSUES - TECHNICAL SUPPCRT
WATER CONSERVATION FIELD SERVICES PROGRAM ...........
WATER 2025. .. ... i it e

TOTAL WATER AND RECATED RESOURCES. ............

----- REQUEST -----
RES FAC.
HGHT. OM&ER
.- 9,441
7.850 s
2,110 3,884
4,690 .
440 .
. 1,400
-e- 57,100
—e- 18,500
438 .-
- 1,442
16,614 .
1,837 .-
855 -
. 6,440
e 1,496
2,006 -
7,584 -
1,000 -
236 -
15,418 -
.- 875
6,179 .
1,597 .-
828 458
4,130 36,836
788 240
1,088 155
2,073 .-
1,076 -
2,275 2,100
9,003 .
--- 35,500
800 -
90 .-
6,232 -
11,000 “ea
429,466 386,731

- - RECOHMENDED ---
RES FAC.
HGHT, OMER
.- 9,441
7,850 -
2,110 3,884
4,680 .-
440 .-
. 1,400
--- 57,100
... 18,500
436 .-
.- 1,442
16,614 .-
1,637 -
855 .
e 6,440
e 1,496
2,008 .-
7,584 .
1,000 .
236 .-
15,418 .-
. 675
6,179 .-
1,597 -
828 458
4,130 35,836
786 240
1,088 155
2,073 e
1,076 .
2,275 2,100
9.003 .-
--- 35,500
2,800 .-
90 -
6,232 e
484,466 386,731
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Salton Sea Research Project, California.—The Committee rec-
ommendation provides $2,000,000 for the Salton Sea research
project, including $1,000,000 to continue environmental restoration
efforts at the Alamo and New Rivers, and for other authorized pilot
projects.

Southern California investigations program.—The Committee
recommendation provides $1,090,000 for the Southern California
investigations program, including $400,000 for the Water Replen-
ishment District regional groundwater monitoring program and
$500,000 is provided to assist the Lake Arrowhead Community
Services District to develop an integrated water resource plan.

Southern Utah investigations program.—The Committee rec-
ommendation provides $414,000 for the Southern Utah investiga-
tions program, including $300,000 for the San Juan River water
pipeline study.

Title XVI water reclamation and reuse program.—The Committee
recommendation provides $2,800,000 for the Title XVI water rec-
lamation and reuse program, of which $2,000,000 shall be for the
WateReuse Foundation.

Central Valley project, American River Division.—Within funds
provided, $1,300,000 shall be available for the El Dorado Tempera-
ture control device.

Central Valley project, Friant Division.—Within funds provided,
$1,1000,000 shall be available for the Friant-Kern and Madera ca-
nals.

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA RESTORATION

California Bay-Delta Restoration.—The Committee recommenda-
tion provides $40,750,000 for California Bay-Delta Restoration.
Within the funds provided, $2,000,000 shall be available for the In-
land Empire regional water recycling project. In addition,
$1,000,000 is provided, instead of $500,000 as requested in the Ad-
ministration’s budget, for the Contra Costa Water District alter-
native intake project.

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND

Central Valley Project Restoration Fund.—Within the funds pro-
vided, not less than $7,432,000 shall be available for Sacramento
Fish Screen Projects, instead of $4,432,000 as requested in the Ad-
ministration’s budget.



TITLE III
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

(35)
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Committee

Project Name Recommendation
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy

Advanced Green Design for Museum of Natural History (MN) $800,000
Advancing Texas Biofuel Production (TX) 500,000
Alternative Biofuel Infrastructure in central Georgia (GA) 350,000
Alternative Energy Geothermal Technology Demonstration Program (NY) 300,000
Alternative Energy Workforce Applications Training Program (OH) 832,000
Appalachian State University Biofuels and Biomass Research Initiative (NC) 300,000
Arkansas State University ethanol fuel development (AR) 1,500,000
Biodiesel Injection Blending Facilities (PA) 750,000
Bioenergy Cooperative ethanol biomass fuel plant (IN) 1,500,000
BicEthanol Collaborative (SC) 1,000,000
Biofuel Production Initiative Claflin (SC) 500,000
Biofuels Development at Texas A&M (TX) 1,000,000
Biorefining for Energy Security at Ohio University - Lancaster (OH) 1,000,000
Bipolar Wafer Cell NiMH Lithium Ion Battery (CT) 1,000,000
Building Materials Reclamation Program (NC) 500,000
Building-Integrated Photovoltaic Solar Energy System (PA) 300,000
Casper College Renewable Energy Program (WY) 300,000
Center for Energy Efficient Design (VA) 200,000
Center for Renewable Energy, Science, and Technology (TX) 1,000,000
Clean and Efficient Diesel Locomotive (PA) 1,000,000
Closed Loop Short Rotation Woody Biomass (NY) 500,000
Coastal Wind Ohio (OH) 100,000
Conductive, transparent coatings solar cell research project (MA) 2,000,000
Connecticut Biodiesel Power Generator (CT) 750,000
Consortium for Plant Biotechnology Research 4,000,000
Conversion of Waste Biomass to Bioethanol (PA) 650,000
CU-ICAR Hydrogen Infrastructure (SC) 850,000
Driftless Area Initiative (IL, IA, MN & WI) 618,000
Energy and Sustainability Institute, lllinois Institute of Technology (IL) 1,000,000
Energy Efficient Press and Sinter of Titanium Powder (IL) 500,000
First Responder "Green" House (NY) 100,000
Florida Renewable Energy Program (FL) 750,600
Fuel Cells for High Altitude Airship (OH) 800,000
Great Lakes Energy Research Park, Michigan (MD) 500,000
Great Plains Wind Power Test Facility (TX) 400,000
Green Energy, Arts & Education Center (NY) 500,000
Green Maintenance Building, North Bergen, NJ (NJ) 500,000
Green Roof Project Southwest Brooklyn (NY) 250,000
Green Visitor Center, Brooklyn Botanic Garden (NY) 600,600
High Efficiency Cascade Solar Cells (NM) 1,000,000
High Energy Batteries for Hybrid Buses (IN) 1,000,000
Hybrid Hydraulic Drivetrain demonstration (OH) 2,000,000
Hydro Partners in Brazil (OH) 1,000,600

Hydrogen Energy Production and Storage - Phase IV (OH) 1,000,000
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Project Name

Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy continued

Hydrogen fuel cell development in Columbia, SC (SC)
Tllinois State University Biomass Research (IL)

Integrated Biomass Refining Institute at North Carolina State University (NC)

Intermediary BioChemicals (MI)

Jowa Central Community College Renewable Fuels Lab (IA)
Iowa Stored Energy Plant (IA)

Jackson Park Hospital Green Medical Office Building (IL)
Jefferson County Bioenergy Initiative (CO)

Juniata Ultra Low Emission Locomotive Demonstrator (PA)
King County Biogas and Nutrient Reduction Project (WA)
Kotzebue Electric Wind Power System (AK)

Laurentian Energy Authority (MN)

Louisiana State University Alternative Energy Research (LA)
MARET Center (MO)

Martin County Fuel Cell development (NC)

MBI International biomass research (M])

Messiah College Biodiesel Fuel Generation Project (PA}
Miami Museum of Science Renewable Energy Project (FL)
Michigan Tech Nanostructured Materials (MI)

Mill Seat Landfill Bioreactor Renewable Green Power (NY)
Minnesota Center for Renewable Energy (MN)

Modular Energy Storage System for Fuel Cells (MI}

Mt. Wachusett Comm. College Carbon Neutral Bioenergy (MA)
Nanostructural Materials for Safe Alternative Energy (NC)
Nano-structured fuel cell membrane electrode assembly (CA)
Nanostructured Solar Cells (AR)

NaSi and Na-SG Powder Hydrogen Fuel Cells (NJ)

National Center for Manufacturing Sciences (MI)

Navaho Hopi Land Commission Renewable Development (NM)
NCCR “Green” Building

Northeast Texas Community College Biodiesel (TX)

Notre Dame Geothermal Ionic Liguids Research (IN)

Nye County Renewable Energy Feasibility Study (NV)
NYIT Building Efficiency Demonstration Project (NY)

One kilowatt biogas fueled solid oxide fuel cell stack (NY)
Oregon Institute of Technology Geo-Heat Center (OR)
Photovoltaic Demonstration Project (CT)

Placer County Biomass Utilization Pilot Project (CA)
Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicle Demonstration (CA)

Port of Umatilla biodiesel refining plant (OR)

Purdue Hydrogen Technologies Program (IN)

Renewable & Logistic Fuels for Fuel Cells at the Colorado School of Mines (CO)

Renewable Energy Biomass Utilization Program (AK)
Risk-based Data Management System (OK)

Committee
Recommendation

1,500,000
500,000
1,000,000
250,000
500,000
500,000
1,000,000
500,000
600,000
500,000
150,000
1,000,000
500,000
1,000,000
500,000
500,000
500,000
750,000
1,250,000
750,000
500,000
1,200,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
1,200,000
1,500,000
2,000,000
300,000
750,000
500,000
1,000,000
500,000
500,000
1,000,000
600,000
500,000
500,000
1,000,000
500,000
1,000,000
1,500,000
500,000
500,000
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Committee

Project Name Recommendation
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy continued

RIT Integrated Power Microsystems (NY) 1,000,000
Safe detector system for hydrogen leaks (CA) 1,000,000
San Francisco MUNI Solar Energy Facility (CA) 620,000
Silicon based solid oxide fuel cell chip (MA) 500,000
Solar Consortium of New York photovoltaic research and development center (NY) 1,500,000
Solid Acid Fuel Cell Research (CA) 500,000
Solid Oxide fuel cell systems development (OH) 1,000,000
Sorghum to Ethanol Research (CO) 1,000,000
Southeast Bioenergy Initiative (AL) 500,000
Stamford Waste-to-Energy Project (CT) 1,500,000
Strategic Biomass Initiative (MS) 500,000
SUNY Cobleskill bio-waste to bio-energy project (NY) 1,300,000
SUNY-Oswego Energy Independence (NY) 300,000
Sustainable Energy Center Biodiesel from Algae (MI) 1,000,000
Sustainable Energy Research Center (MS) 1,000,000
Sustainable Energy Research Facility Construction (MD) 750,000
Sustainable LED Fluorescent Light Replacement Technology (M) 600,000
‘Tanadgusix Foundation Hydrogen Project (AK) 250,000
Texas A&M Green Campus Research Initiative (TX) 500,000
Texas Hydrogen Highway (TX} 389,000
The Greenville Steam Efficiency project (ME) 900,000
Tools for nanotechnology education (OR) 1,000,000
Truckee Meadow Water Reclamation Facility (NV) 1,000,000
University of Akron Carbon Based Fuel Cell (OH) 1,200,000
University of Arizona photovoltaic concentrator development (AZ) 1,000,000
University of Georgia Biorefinery and Fuel Cell Research (GA) 1,250,000
University of Kentucky Biofuels Research Laboratory (KY) 500,000
University of North Alabama Green Campus Initiative (AL} 1,000,000
University of Oklahoma Biofuels Refining (OK) 750,000
Vermont Independent Colleges Zero-Energy Campaign (VT) 1,500,000
Waste-to-Energy Cogeneration Project, Munster, IN (IN) 2,000,000
Wave power demonstration project, Reedsport Oregon (OR) 1,250,000
Western North Carolina Clean Energy Business Incubator (NC) 360,000
White Earth Tribal Nation Wind Energy (MN) 1,000,000
Wichita State University Sustainable Energy Solutions (KS) 1,000,000
Wind Spires as an Alternative Energy Source (OH) 1,100,000
Woody Biomass Project at SUNY-ESF (NY) 750,000
Wyandotte Green Windpower on Brownfields project (MD) 1,000,000

York College National Energy Resource Center (SC) 200,000
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Committee

Project Name Recommendation
Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability
Chenega Bay Generator Replacement (AK) $385,500
Connecticut Energy Savings Technology Project (CT) 750,000
Dine Power Authority (AZ) 500,000
Electric Transmission Line Improvements (NY) 1,500,000
Electric Utility Transmission Program (WA) 650,000
Florida State University Electric Grid System Study (FL) 800,000
High voltage transmission lines Phase II (TN) 500,000
National Center for Reliable Electric Power Transmission (AR) 500,000
New Albany Electrical Substation (MS) 900,000
Pilot Energy Cost Control Evaluation (WV, PA, & IN) 1,500,000
University of Missouri-Rolla Distributed Energy Research Center (MO) 500,000
Utility Integration of Distributed Generation (CA) 600,000
Vehicle to Grid Demonstration Project (DE) 750,000
Wauchula Municipal Electric Substation Rehab (FL) 1,000,000
Willimar Municipal Utilities Power Generation Study (MN) 300,000
Nuclear Energy
CVD single-crystal diamond optical switch (MD) $1,600,000
Fossil Energy R ch and Develoy t

Carbon sequestration study (OH) $1,000,000
Center for Instrumented Critical Infrastructures (PA) 1,000,000
Center for Zero Emissions Research and Technology (MT) 1,000,000
Coal Fuels Alliance (KY) 1,450,000
Direct carbon fuel cell prototype (CA) 750,000
Eastern Illinois University Power Plant (IL) 500,000
Fuel Research and Development at Northem Iilinois University (IL) 1,000,000
ITM Reaction-Driven Ceramic Membrane Systems (PA) 1,000,000
Jupiter Oxy Fuel Technology Project (IN, TX) 4,000,000
NE Ohio Carbon Sequestration Pipeline Scoping Study (OH) 1,600,000
Ohio River Clean Fuels CO2 Production & Emissions Study (OH) 250,000
Stripper Well Consortium (PA) 1,500,000

The Gulf Petro Initiative (LA) 750,000
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Project Name

Science
AAMURI Integrated Environmental Research and Services (AL)
Advanced Cellular and Biomolecular Imaging (PA)
Advanced Laboratory Technology Initiative (NJ)
Albright College Science Facilities (PA)
Alliance for NanoHealth (TX)
Belmont Bay Science Center (VA)
Bennett College Science and Technology facility (NC)
Berkshire Environmental Resources Center (MA)
Boston College Institute for Integrated Sciences (MA)
Bronx Community College Sustainable Energy Center (NY)
Bulk Production of Metallic Glass (OH)
Cardiac Catheterization Research and Equipment (TX)
Cheyney University STEM education infrastructure (PA)
Chicago Public Schools Science Laboratory Enhancement (IL)
Chicago State University Research (IL)
Children’s Oncology Group Childhood Cancer Research (TX)
Coe College Scientific Instrumentation (1A)
Columbus Children's Hospital Imaging Equipment (OH)
Decision Support Tools for Complex Analysis (OH)
DePaul University Interdisciplinary Science and Technology (IL)
Eastern Kentucky University Chemical Research Instrumentation (KY)
Eckerd College Science Center (FL)
Emmanuel College Center for Science Partnership (MA)
Energy efficiency through the NY Industrial Retention Network (NY)
Environmental System Center at Syracuse University (NY)
Fordham University Regional Science Center (NY)
Geothermal Demonstration Project (OH)
Geothermal Syster at Sherman Hospital in Elgin, IL (IL)
Germantown Biotechnology Project (MD)
Good Samaritan Hospital Specialty Cancer Center (OH)
Green Building Technologies for Lakeview Museum (IL)
Green Energy Xchange (NC)
Gulf of Maine Research Institute lab upgrades (ME)
Harney Science Center Equipment (CA)
Hofstra University Center for Condensed Matter Research (N'Y)
Imaging and Oncology Equipment at UVSC (UT)
Indiana Wesleyan University School of Nursing (IN)
Inland Northwest Research Alliance (INRA) Water Research (WA)
Institute for Collaborative Sciences Research (FL)
Jacksonville University Marine Science Research Institute (FL)
KUMC Tele-Oncology Network (KS)
Lake Granbury and Lake Whitney Assessment (TX)
Lapeer Regional Medical Center CT Simulator (MI)
Levine Children's Hospital CT Scanner (NC)

Committee
Recommendation

$500,000
500,000
500,000
350,000
750,000
250,000
1,000,000
250,000
1,000,000
300,000
500,000
750,000
1,250,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
200,000
900,000
1,000,000
2,000,000
1,250,000
300,000
2,000,000
500,000
500,000
750,000
700,000
500,000
1,000,000
1,500,000
400,000
200,000
840,000
750,000
500,000
550,000
750,000
250,000
1,500,000
400,000
500,000
300,000
500,000
400,000
1,000,000
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Science continued
Lightweight Power Supply Development (PA)
Logan Cancer Center Equipment and Technology (UT)
Loma Linda University Medical College Radiation Protection Program (CA)
Louisville Science Center (KY)
Luther College Science Building renovation project (IA)
Marshall Fund Minority Energy Science Initiative (MD)
Mathematics, Science and Technology Research and Training Lab project (PA)
Memorial Health System, Springfield, Hlinois (IL)
Memorial Hermann Baptist Hospital Orange--1.5T MRI (TX)
Nanosystems Initiative at the University of Rochester (NY)
Nanotechnology Research Internships in Ilinois (IL)
Neuroscience Laboratory, Dominican Unversity (IL)
New Mexico Center for Isotopes in Medicine (NM)
New School University Green Building (NY)
Notre Dame Innovation Park (IN)
Nutley Energy Efficient Elementary Schools (NJ)
Perry Memorial Hospital PACS System (IL)
Phase Il Design and Const. of Sage Hall Science (FL)
Pikeville Medical Center, Kentucky (KY)
Pioneer Valley Life Sciences Initiative (MA)
Proton Beam Therapy (WA)
Purdue Calumet Inland Water Institute (IN)
Purdue Technology Center (IN)
Rockland Community College Science Laboratory (NY)
Roosevelt University Biology Laboratory Equipment (IL}
Seton Hall University Science and Technology Center (NJ)
South Carolina Lambda Rail Computer Network Portal (SC)
South County Nature Preserve, Irvington, NY (NY)
St. Clare's Hospital (NJ)
St. Joseph's University Science Center Equipment (PA)
St. Rose Dominican Hospitals Sienna Trauma Center (NV)
St. Thomas University - CORTE (FL)
Sustainable Biofuels Development Center (CO)
Technology for print disabled students (FL)
Texas Center for Advanced Science Competitiveness and Modeling (TX)
The Methanol Economy (CA)
UMASS Integrative Science Building (MA)
University of Dubugue, Environmental Science Center (IA)

University of North Carolina Collaborative Initiative in Biomedical Imaging (NC)

University of Saint Francis Science Center (IN)

University of Southern Indiana Engineering Equipment (IN)

Urban Research Center and Greenhouse, Brooklyn (NY)

USA Cancer Institute Oncology Medical Record System (AL)

Wake Forest University Research on alternatives to transplantation (NC)

Committee
Recommendation

500,000
1,000,000
2,000,000

150,000

750,000
1,000,000
2,500,000

500,000

600,000
1,000,000

500,000

300,000

750,000
2,000,000

784,000

500,000

350,000

500,000

500,000
1,000,000

750,000

500,000
2,000,000

500,000

700,000
1,000,000
1,200,000

250,000

500,000

00,000

500,000

250,000

350,000
1,200,000

750,000
2,000,000
2,000,000
1,000,000
1,000,000

721,000

750,000

500,000

500,000

500,000
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Science continued
Westminster College Science Center (UT)
Xavier University Science Equipment (OH)

Weapons Activities
Advanced Engineering Environment at Sandia Laboratory (CA, MA)
CIMTRAK Cyber Security (IN)
Interagency advanced computing research, equipment and facilities at NextEdge Technology
Park (OH)
Kansas City Plant Multi-Disciplined Integrated Collaboration (MO)
Laboratory for Advanced Laser-Target Interactions (OH)
Northwest Indiana Computational Grid (IN)
Secure Wireless Devices and Sensors (IN)
Technical Product Data Initiative (OH)

Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation
George Mason University Center for Biodefense and Infectious Disease Research (VA)
Nuclear Security Science and Policy Institute, Texas A&M (TX)
Offshore Detection Integrated System (OH)

Office of the Administrator (NNSA)
ACE program at Maricopa Community Colleges (AZ)
Morehouse College Energy Science Research and Education Initiative (GA)
South Carolina HBCU Math and Science Initiative (SC)

Defi Envir tal Cl
International Alternative Cleanup Technology Agreement (PA, SC)
Western Environmental Technology Office (MT)

Committee
Recommendation

400,000
500,000

$1,500,000
1,000,000
2,000,000

1,000,000
2,000,000
6,000,000

250,000
1,000,000

$3,000,000
2,000,000
1,000,000

$1,000,000
2,000,000
10,500,000

$5,000,000
2,000,000

Construction, Rehabilitation, Operation and Maintenance, Western Area Power Administration

Colorado River Transmission Line (AZ)

$3,000,000



TITLE IV
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

(43)
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Project Name Recommendation
Appalachian Regional Commission

Bluegrass Pride WATER Projects (KY) $1,000,000
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EXECUTIVE AND LEGISLATIVE BRANCH PROJECTS

Compliance with Rules of the House.—The list of projects which
follows is submitted in compliance with clause 9 of rule XXI of the
Rules of the House of Representatives, which requires publication
of a complete list of projects included in the bill which result prin-
cipally from requests of Members of the House of Representatives.
In addition, the list includes projects of a similar character which
are funded in the bill and report and which have been requested
in the Administration Budget for fiscal year 2008. Programmatic
increases that impact spacific projects are also noted.



Project Name

Requester(s)

TITLE Y- CORPS OF ENGINEERS ~ CIVIL

Ala Wai Canal, Qahu, Hawaii

TAdrministration: Ab

Anacostia River And Tributaries, Maryland & District of Columbia

[Hoyer; Van Hollen; Wynn

Arroyo Seco Watershed, California

Becerra; Berman; Napolitano; Roybal-AHard; Schiff;
Sherman; Solis; Waters; Watson; Waxman

Augusta, Georgia Admini ion; Barrow
Barbers Point Harbor Mod:fi Qahu, Hawaii Admini ion; Hirono
Bayou Sorrel Lock, Louist Admini ion; Baker; Jindal
Blackstone River Watershed, Massachusetts and Rhode Island McGovern

Blue Earth Ecosystem R ion, MN, SD, 1A, ND Walz

Becerra; Berman; Harman; Napolitano; Roybal-Allard;

Ballona Creek Restoration, California Schiff; St Solis; Waters; Watson; Waxman
Boston Harbor (45-Foot Channel), Massachusctts Admini ion; Lynch
Brazos Island Harbor, Brownsville Channel, Texas Admini ion; Edwards; Ortiz

Bronx River Basin, New York

Crowley; Lowey; Serrano

Brush Creek, Kansas and Missouri

Cleaver; Moare, Dennis

Bucks County, Pennsylvania Murphy, Patrick

Buffalo Bayou And Tribs, White Oak Bayou, Texas Culbertson

Buffalo River Envi 1 Dredging, New York Admunistration; Higgins

Cache La Poudre, Colorado Admuni i

Calcasieu Lock , Lowsiana Boustany

Calcasteu River Basin, Louisiana Admini;

California Coastal Sediment Master Plan, Califc Administration; Harman; Waxman
Cameron/Holmes Run, Virginia Moran

Carpinteria Shoreline, California Capps

Chatfield, Cherry Creek And Bear Creek Reservoirs, Colorado Degette

City of Albany, Georgia Bishop, Sanford

City Of Norwalk, California Napolitano

City of Perry, lowa Latham

Coast Of California Los Angeles County, California Harman; Waxman

Coastal M: ) Ecosy R ion, M. h Admini i

Coyote & Berryessa Creeks, California Administration; Honda; Lofgren
Currituck Sound, North Carolina Admini i

Dallas Floodway, Upper Trinity River Basin, Texas Administration; Edwards
Delaware River Comprehensive, New Jersey Holt; Saxton

Des Plaines River, Ilhinois (Phasc 1) Bean

Desert Hot Springs, California Lewis, Jerry

Dismal Swamp And Dismal Swamp Canal, Virginia Administration; Forbes

Eastern Shore, Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island, Maryland C i Ruppersberger; ; Wynn
Edisto Island, South Carolina Administration; Clybum

Elilott Bay Seawall, Washi MeDermott

Elizabeth River, Hampton Roads, Virginia Administration; Scott

Estudillo Canal, California Administration; Stark

Flager County, Florida Mica

Fountain Creek And Tributaries, Colorado Lamborn, Salazar

Four Mile Run, Virginia Moran

Freepont Harbor, Texas

Administration; Bdwards; Paul

Great Lakes Nav Syst Study, ML IL, IN, MN, NY, OH, PA

Administration; Obey; Visclosky

Greens Bayou, Houston, Texas

Administration; Edwards; Green, Gene; Poe

Greenup Locks And Dam, Kentucky & Ohio

Davis, Geoff: Wilson, Charles

Administration; Edwards; Gonzalez; Rodriguez; Smith,
Lamar

Guadalupe and San Antonio River Basins, Texas

Guist Creek Lake, Kentucky Lewis, Ron

Hagatna River Flood Control, Guam Administration; Bordallo
Hamilton City, California Herger

Heacock and Cactus Channels, California Calvert
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Project Name Requester(s)

Hockmg River, Monday Creek, Ohie Space

Hudson - Raritan Estuary, Gowanus Canal, New York Velazq

Hudson - Raritan Estuary, Hack k Meadowlands, New Jersey Admini ion; Rothi

Hudson - Raritan Estuary, Lower Passaic River, New Jersey Administration; Frelinghuysen; Pascrell
Hudson - Raritan Estuary, New York & New Jersey Admuni ion; Sires

linois River Basin R ion, Iilinois Admini; ion; Lahood

Indiana Harbor, Indiana Admini: ion; Visclosky

John H Kerr Dam And Reservoir, Virginia & North Carolina Administration; Goode

Kahuke, Hawaii Admini; ton; Hirono

Kansas Citys, Missouri and Kansas

Administration; Cleaver; Graves; Moore, Dennis

La Mirada, California

Sanchez, Linda

Lake Rogers, Creckmoor, North Carolina Miller, Brad
Lehigh River Basin, Pennsylvania Dent
Little Colorada River Watershed, Arizona Renzi

Admi

Long Island, Marsh And Johns Creeks, Georgia

Los Angeles County Drainage, Cornfields, Cali

Becerra; Berman; Millender-McDonald; Napolitano;
Robal-Allard; Schiffi Sherman; Solis; Waters; Watson;
Waxman

Louisiana Coastal Area Ecosystem Rest, Louisiana

Administration
yV FeCr—

Louisiana Coastal Area E R 1

Lower Colorado River Basin, Texas

Administration; Conaway; Doggett; Edwards; Paul;
Smith, Lamar

Lower Columbia River Ecosy R , Oregon and Washi Ad

Lower Platte River And Tributaries, Nebraska Ad

Lower Saddle River, Bergen County, New Jersey Rothman

Lynnhaven River Basin, Virginia Administration; Drake
Maalaea Harbor, Maui, Hawaii Administrati

Man! Kansas Boyda

Matilija Dam, California Capps; Gallegly
McHenry County, lilinois Manzullo

Memphis, T Cohen

Merrimack River Watershed Study, New Hampshire and M } Administration; Hodes
Metropolitan Louisville, Mill Creck Kentucky Yarmuth

Metropolitan Louisville, South , Kentucky Yarmuth

Middle Brazos River, Texas Carter; Edwards

Middle Rio Grande Bosque, New Mexico Admini: ion; Wilson, Heather
Mill Creck Watershed, Davidson County, T Administration; Cooper
Minnehaha Creek Watershed, Minnesota Ellison

Neuse River Basin, North Carolina Administration

New Jorsey Shore Protection, Hereford Te Cape May Inlet, New Jersey Admini ion; LoBiond

Norfolk Harbor And Channels, Craney Island (Eastward Expansion), Virginia

Admunistration; Drake; Scott

Nueces River And Tributaries, Texas

Administration; Gonzalez; Hinojosa; Ortiz; Rodriguez;
Smith, Lamar

Ohio River Waterfront, Ohio

Chabot; Schimidt

Onondaga Lake, New York Walsh

Qologah Lake Watershed, Oklahoma and Kansas Tiahrt

Pajaro River, Cali i Farr

Peckman River And Tributaries, New Jersey Pascrell

Philpott Lake, Virginia Boucher; Goode
Pine M in Lake, Arkansas Boozrman

Port Everglades Harbor, Florida ‘Wasserman-Schultz
Portsmouth Harbor & Pi: River, New Hampshire and Maine Shea-Porter

1

Puget Sound Nearshore Marine Habitat Restoration, W.

Administration; Dicks; Larsen; Insiee; McDermott;
Reichert; Smith, Adam

Admi ion

Riltito River, Pima County, Arizona

Rio Grande Basin, Texas

Administration

Rio Salado, Oeste, Salt River, Arizona

Pastor




Project Name R s5)

San Bemardino Lakes And Streams, California Lewis, Jerry

San Clemente Shoreline, California Calvert

San Joaquin, West County, Orestimba Creek, Calift Cardoza

Santa Ana River and Tributaries, Big Bear Lake, California Lewis, Jerry

Santa Clara Watershed, California Capps; Gallegly; McKeon
Savanaah Harbor Expansion, Georgia Administration; Kingston
Saw Mill River Watershed, New York Lowey

Skagit River, Wi Dicks; Larsen

Skokomish River, Washington Dicks

South San Francisco Shoreline, California Eshoo; Honda; Lofgren; Stark
Southington Water Supply Study, Connecticut Larson

Southwest Coastal, Louisiana Boustany

Sparks Arroyo, Colonia, El Paso, Texas Reyes

Springfield, Missouri Ad Blunt

St John's County, Florida Mica

St Louis Flood Protection, Missouri Admini ion; Carnahan; Clay
St Louis Riverfront, Missouri & [Hinois Carnahan; Clay

St. Croix River End i Mussel Relocation, Mil and Wisconsin Obey

§t. Croix River, Mi and Wisconsin Obey

Sun Valley Watershed, California

Becerra; Berman; Napolitano; Roybal-Aliard; Schiff,
Sherman; Solis; Waters; Watson; Waxman

Sutter County, California Admini ion; Herger

Swope Park, Kansas City, Missouri Cleaver

Texas City Channel (50-Foot Project), Texas Administration; Edwards; Lampson; Paul
Topeka, Kansas Administration; Boyda

Upper Delaware River Watershed, New York

Gillibrand; Hall; Hinchey

Upper Miss & llinois Nav Improverents IL, JA, MN, MO & Wi

Akin; Boswell; Hulshof: Lalood

Upper Ohio River Navigation System Study, Pennsylvania Altmire; Doyle
Upper Penitencia Creek, California Admini ion; Honda; Lofgren
Upper River Basin Environ Rest, Cooperstown, New York Administration; Arcuri

Upper Trinity River Basin, Texas

Burgess; Johnson; Sessions

Upper Turkey Creck, Kansas

Moore, Dennis
Administration; Mitchell; Pastor

Va Shly-Ay Akimel Salt River R ion, Arizona

Wailupe Stream Flood Damage Reduction, Oahu, Hawaii

Abercrombie

Walla Walla River, Oregon

Walden; McMorris

Walnut Creek Basin (Grayson & Murderer's Creeks), California

Mitler, George; Tauscher

White River Navigation, Arkansas Berry
‘Whitehall, Mason Run, Ohio Hobson
Whitewater River Basin, California Bono
'Wild Rice River, Red River Of The North Basin, b Administration
Will County, lilincis Weller
Wilson And Oak Glen Creeks, California Lewis, Jerry
Yakutat Harbor, Alaska Administration
Yellowstone River Corridor, Montana Administration
Construction
Abandon Mine Restoration - Mt Diablo, California McNemey; Miller, George; Tauscher
Aberjona River, Winch ", I i Markey; Olver
Airpark, Ohio ‘Hobson
Al do, New Mexico Administration
Allatoona Dam & Powerhouse, Georgia Programmatic
Alton To Gale Levees Districts, [llinois & MO Castelio
American River Watershed, Cali Admini; ion; Doolittle; Lungren; Matsui
Antelope Creek, Lincoln, Nebraska Admi ion; F berry
Arbaugh-Hope, Ohio Space
Arkansas River Fisherics Habitat Restoration, Pueblo, Colorada Administration; Salazar
A ink Creek, Trenton, New Jersey Holt; Smith

Atlanta - CSO, Georgia

Barrow; Bishop, S.; Lewis, J; Scott; Kingston
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Project Name Regquester(s)
Construction -
Atlantic Coast of NYC, East Rockaway Inlet, New York Mecks; Weiner
Atlantic Coast of NYC, Rockaway Inlet to Norton Point, New York Admini ion; Nadler
Barkley Dam & Lake, Kentucky & T (Rehab) Programmatic
Bayou Desiard, Monroe, Louisiana Admini; ion; Alexander
Beaver Creek & Tribs, Bristol, T Administration; Boucher; Davis, David
Black Fox, Murfee and Ozklands Springs Wetlands, Murfreest T Gordon
Bloomingburg, Ohio Hobson

Blue River Channel, Kansas City, Missouri

Administration; Cleaver

{Bluestone Lake, West Virginia (Dam Safety A )

Administration

Bois Brule, Missouri Emerson

Borough of Hatfield, Pennsylvania Schwartz

Brays Bayou, Houston, Texas Admint jon; Culb
Brevard County, Florida (Canaveral Harbor) Weldon

Brookfield, Ohio Ryan, Tim

Broward County, Florida (Reimt ) Kiein

Brown Street, Campus West, Ohio

Hobson; Turner

Brunswick Harbor, Georgia

Administration; Kingston

Bucks Harbor, Maine Michaud
Calumet Region, Indiana Visclosky
Canton Lake, Oklahoma (Dam Safety} Administrati
Canyon Road, Santa Fe, New Mexico Udall, Tom
Cape Girardeaun (Floodwall), Missouri Emerson
Cedar H. k, Wares Creek, Florida Administration; Buct
Cedar Lake, Indiana Visclosky
Center Hill Dam, T (Seepage Control) Admini
Central City, Fort Worth, Texas Granger
Central West Virginia, West Virginia Capito
Chain of Rocks Canal, Mi i River, Hilinois (Def Corr) Admini:
Charlestown Breachway and Inlet, Rhode Island Langevin

Chattahoochee Dam Removal, Georgia

Bishop, S.; Rogers M.; Westmoreland

Chesapeake Bay Environmental R ton, Maryland

Gilchrest; Hoyer; Sarbanes

Chesapeake Bay Oyster Recovery, Maryland & Virginia

Davis, I.; Gilchrest; Hoyer; Sarbanes; Scott

Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal Dispersal Barvier, [llinois

Administration; Biggert; Conyers; Ehlers; Hobson; Kirk;
Petri

Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal, Second Barrier, Ittinois

Administration; Biggert; Conyers; Ehlers; Kirk; Petri

Administration; Jackson

Chicago Shoreline, Iilinois

Chick Lock, T River, T Administration; Wamp
Chippewa River at Montevideo, Minnesota Admini ion; Peterson, C.
City of Santa Clarita (F California McKeon

City of Stow, Ohio LaTourette

Clear Creek, Texas

Edwards, Lampson; Paul

Clear Lake, fowa

Administration; Latham

Clearwater Lake, Missouri (Seepage Control)

Administration; Emerson

A ion; Baird; Bl Dicks; Hooley;
Columbia River Channel Improvements, Oregon & Washington Larsen; Reichert; Sali; Wu
Comite River Diversion Canal, Louisiana Baker; Jindal
Cook County, Iilinois Jackson; Lipmski
Corte Madera Creek, California Woolsey
Culpepper Area Water Systemn, Fayette County, Ohio Hobson
Cumberland County Water Supply, T¢ Davis, Lincoin
Dallas Branch, Pinhook Creek, Huntsville, Alabama Cramer
Dallas Floodway Extension, Trinity River, Texas Edwards; Johnson; Sessions
Defiance County, Auglaize River, Ohio Gillmor
Delaware Bay Coast, Bethany To South Bethany, Delaware Castle

Des Monies Recreational River, lowa

Latham; Boswell

Des Plaines River, Illinois

Admini: fon; Kirk; Roskam




50

Project Name Requester(s)
Construction - i
Desoto County, Mississippi Wicker
D ish/Green Ex R ion, Washi Dicks; McDermott; Reichert; Smith
East St Louis And Vicinity, Hlinois Costello
East St. Louis, lllinois Admini
Ei Revitalization at Route 66, New Mexico Administration; Wilson, Heather
El Paso, Texas Reyes
Elk Creek Lake, Oregon Administration; Walden
Efkton, Maryland Gilchrest
Elyria, Ohio Sutton
Emsworth L&D, Ohio River, Pennsylvania (Static Instability Corvection) Administration; Altmire; Doyle
Euclid Creek, Ohio Hobson
Fargo, Ridgewood Addition, North Dakota Admini ion; Pomeroy
Farmers Branch, Tarrant County, Texas Gran_gcr
Farmington Recharge D, ion Program, Californi McNemney
Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point, New York Admini Bishop, Tum; Isract
First Creek, Knoxville, Tennessee Duncan
Florida Keys Water Quality Improvement, Florida Ros-Lehtinen
Fort Randall Dam & Powerhouse, South Dakota (Rehab) Pro; matic
Fulmer Creck New York Ascuri
Garrison Dam and Power Plant, North Dakota (Repl ) Administration; Pomeroy
Goose Creek, Colorada Administration; Udall, Mark
Great Lakes Fishery & R ion, Michi, Camp; Kaptur
Greenbrier River Basin, West Virginia Rahalt
Guadalupe River, Califomia Honda; Lofgren
Hamilton Airfield Wetlands R ion, California Admini Pelosi; Woolsey
Hampton Harbor, New Hampshi Shea-Porter
Harbor/South Bay Recycling Project, California Harnian; Roybal-Allard
Herbert Hoover Dike, Florida (Seepage Control) Administration; Hastings, Alcee
High Schoot Branch, Neosho, Missouri Blunt
Hogan's Creek, Jacksenville, Florida Brown, Corrine
Holes Creek, West Carrollton, Ohio Tumer
Hoosic River, M h Qlver
Administration; Edwards; Green, Al; Green, Gene;
Houston - Galveston Navigation Channels, Texas Larupson; Paul
Hud Raritan, Hack k Meadowlands, New Jersey Rothman
Illinois Waterway, Lockport Lock and Darm, 1Hinois (Repl ) Administration; Biggert, Jackson
Indian Ridge Marsh, Chicago, liiinois Jackson
Indian/Dry Creck & Time Check Levee, Jowa Loebsack
Indiana Shoreline, Indiana Visclosky
Indianapolis, White River (North), Indiana Carson
J Bennett Joh Waterway, Louisiana Admini; ion; Al der; McCrery
J Percy Priest, Tennessee Cooper
Jackson Brook, New Jersey Frelinghuysen
ville Harbor, Florida Brown, Corrine; Crenshaw
John H Kerr Dam and Reservoir, Virginia & North Carolina (Replacement) Adminisiration; Goode
John T Myers Locks and Dams, Indiana & Kentucky Ellsworth
Johnson Creek, Artington, Texas Barton
Kawaihae, Hawaii Hirono
Kentucky Lock and Dam, T River, Kentucky Admini ion; Whitfield
Lackawanna River at Pennsylvania Kanjorski
Lake Belle View, Wisconsin Baldwin
Lake Shelbyville, Hlinois Johnson
Lakes Marion and Moultrie, South Carolina Clyburn
Lee County, Florida Mack
Levisa and Tug Forks, West Virginia, Kentucky & Virginia ['éoucher; Rogers, Harold
Limestone Creek, Fayetieville, New York [Waish

Little Calumet River, Indiana [Administration; Visclosky
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Project Name R s}
Construction - d
Lock and Dam 11, Mi ippi River, lowa (Rehab) Braley
Lock and Dam 19, Mi i River, lowa (Rehab) Admini
Lock and Dam 24, Hlinois & Missouri (Rehabilitation) Hare
Lock No 27, Mi ippi River, Nllinois (Rehabilitation) Ad
Locks and Dams 2, 3 And 4, Monongahela River, Pennsylvania Administration; Doyle; Murphy, Tim
Louisville, Ohio Regula
Lower Columbia River Y R ion, Oregon & Wash |Administration; BI
Lower Girard Dam, Ohio Ryan, Tim

Lower Walnut Creek, Contra Coasta County, California

Miller, George; Tauscher

Madison and St Claire Counties, IHlinois

Costello; Shimkus

Malden River E M: h

Markey
Admis

Markland Locks and Dam, Kentucky & Illinois (Rehabilitation)

Marmet Lock, Kanawha River, West Virginia

Administration; Capito

Marysville, Chio

Pryce

Mayficld Heights, Ohio

Jones, Stephanie Tubbs

McAlpine Locks and Dam, Ohie River, Kentucky & Indiana

Administration; Yarmuth

McCook and Thornton Reservoirs, Illinois

Administration; Davis, Danny, Jackson; Kirk; Rush;
Roskam

Melvin Price Lock And Dam, Hlinois Costelio

Meredosia, Illinois LaHood

Metropolitan Region of Ci i, Duck Creck, Ohio Adnunistration; Schridt

Milford Pond, M t Qlver, Neal

Mille Lacs, M: Oberstar

Miss River Btwn The Ohio and Missouri Rivers (Reg Works), Missouri Admini

Moyer Creek, New York Arcuri

Mt St. Helens Sedi Control, Washi Admini ion; Baird

Mud Mountain Dam, Washington (Fish Passage) Admini: ion; Dicks; Riechert; Smith, Adam
Muddy River, M i Administration; Capuano; Frank; Lynch

Murrieta Creek, Calift

Bono; Calvert; Issa

Napa River Salt Marsh, California

Miller, George; Thompson
R -

Napa River, California

Nassau County, Florida Crenshaw

New York and New Jersey Harbor, New York & New Jersey Administration; Frelinghuysen; Rothman; Sires
New York City Watershed Gillibrand; Hinchey; Mal

Nicholson Borough, Pennsylvania Camey

North Hempstead, New York Ackerman

North Valley Regional Water Infrastructure, California McCarthy

Nortt Mi {Section 569} Oberstar

Northern Wisconsin, Wisconsin Obey

Northport Harbor, Huntington, New York israel

Northwestern Michigan, Traverse City, Michigan Stupak; Camp

Q.C. Fisher Lake, Texas Conaway

Oakland Harbor (50 Foot Project}, California Administration; Lee; Pelosi

Ohio River Greenway Access, Indiana Hilt

Olcott Harbor Breakwater, New York Staughter

Olentangy Sth Avenue Dam, Chio Pryce

Olmsted Locks and Dam, Ohio River, lllinois & Kentucky Administration; Shimkus, Whitfield
Onondaga Lake, New York Walsh

Orchard Beach, Bronx, New York

Crowley; Serrano

Orland Park, lllinois

Administration; Biggert

Orrville, Ghio Regula

Quachita River Levees, Louisiana Alexander

Ozark - Jeta Taylor Powerhouse, Arizona (Major Rehab) A ; Berry; B ; Progr
Painsville, Ohio LaTourette

Paint Branch Fish Passage, Maryland Hoyer

Passaic River Preservation of Natural Storage Areas, NI

Fretinghuysen

Pecan Creek, Gainesville, Texas

Burgess
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Construction - d

Pennsville, New Jersey LoBiondo
Perry Township, Chio Schmidt
Petaluma River Flood Control, California Woolsey

hitadelphia Navel Shipyard Seawali, Pennsylvania Brady, Robert; Murphy, Patrick
Pinellas County, Florida Young, C.W. Bill
Pistol Creek, Maryville, T Duncan
Placer County, California Doolittle
Platte River, Fremont, Nebraska Fortenberry
Platte River, Shuyler, Nebraska Fortenberry
Popular Brook, New Jersey Pallone
Port Everglades, Florida Wesxler
Port of Long Beach, California Millender-McDonald; Rohraback
Port of Los Angeles Channel Deepening, California Roybal-Allard
Portugues and Bucana Rivers, Puerto Rico Admini: Fortuno
Presque Isle, Pennsylvania English

{Puget Sound and Adjacent Waters, Washington

Baurd; Dicks; Inslee; Larsen; McDermott; Reichert;
Smith, Adam

Put-in-Bay, Ohic

Kaptur

Ramapo And Mahwah Rivers

Engel

Raritan River Basin, Green Brook Sub-Basin, New Jersey

Admunistration; Ferguson, Frelinghuysen

Richard B. Russell Dam and Lake, Georgia & South Carolina

Administration; Norwood

Rio De Flag, Flagstaff, Arizona Administration; Pastor; Renzi
Rio Grande Floodway, San Acacia to Bosgue del Apache Administration

Rio Puerto Nuevo, Puerto Rico

Administration; Fortuno

Rio Salado, Phoenix and Tempe Reaches, Arizona

Mitehell; Pastor

Roanoke River Upper Basin, Headwaters Arca, Virginia

& crreres Goodl

Robert C Byrd Locks And Dam, Ohio River, West Virginia & Chio

Administration; Rahall

Rose Bay, Voluisia County., Florida

Administration; Feency

Rural Idaho, Idaho Simpson
Sacramento Deepwater Ship Channel, California Admini ion; Thomg Tauscher
S River Bank Py tion Project, California Admini ion; Herger; Lungren; Matsui
S River, Glenn-Cotusa rrigation District, California Administration; Herger
San Antonio Channel Improvement, Texas Edwards; Gonzalez; Rodriguez; Smith, Lamar
San Francisco Bay to Stockton (JFB), Calift McNemey; Tauscher
San Luis Rey, California issa
Sand Creek, Nebraska Fortenberry
Sandy Creek, T Tanner, Jerry
Calvert; Lewis, Jerry; Miller, Gary, Rohrabacher;
Santa Ana River Mai California

ault Ste Marie, Michigan

Sanchez, Loretta
A i Qbey; Stupak

ea Lamprey Barrier Program, Michigan

ims Bayou, Houston, Texas

Dingelt; Kaptur
Admini ion; Green, Al

Soundview Park, Bronx, New York

Crowley; Serrano

South Central Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania

Murtha; Shuster

South Florida Everglades Ecosystem Restoration, Florida

Administration; Diaz-Balart, Mario; Hastings, Alcee

South Sacramento County Streams, California

A i ion; Lungren; Matsui

Southampton Creek, Bucks County, Pennsylvania

Murphy, Patrick

Southern and Eastern Kentucky, Kentucky

Rogers, Harold

Southern West Virginia, West Virginia Rahall

Spring Lake, San Marcos, Texas Doggertt

Spunky Bottoms, Hilinois LaHood

Squaw Creek, (Round Lake Drain), Hlinois Bean

St. Lucie Inlet, Florida Hastings, Alcee; Mahoney
St. Jerome Creek, Maryland Hoyer

St. Croix Falls, Wisconsin Obey

Ste. Genevieve, Missouri Carnahan

Steel Creek, New York Arcuri
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Construction - d

Stillwater, Mil Bachman

Struthers, Chio Ryan, Tim

Success Dam, Tule River, California (Dam Safety) Admini ion; Nunes

Sweet Arrow Lake, Pennsylvania Holden

Tacony Creek, Pennsylvania Fattah; Schwartz

Tarpon Springs, Florida Bilirakis

Ten Mile River, Rhode Island Kennedy

Three Rivers Wet River D Program, Pennsylvania Doyle

"Timberlake, Ohio Pryce

Towanda, Pennsylvania Camey

Townsends Inlet To Cape May Inlet, New Jersey LoBiondo

Treats Pond, M h Delahunt

Tres Rios, Arizona Mitchell; Pastor

Tucson Drainage Area, Arizona

Giffords; Grijalva; Pastor

Becerra; Berman; Napolitano; Roybal-Allard; Schiff;

Tujunga Wash, Calift

Sherman; Soli; Waters; Watson; Waxman

Turkey Creck Basin, Kansas & Missouri

Admini ton; Cleaver; Moore

Turkey Creek, Ben Hill County, Georgia

Marshall

Tuttle Creck Lake, Kansas (Dam Safety)

Administration

Missouri &

Administration; LaHood

Upper Mi i River Restoration, {ilinois, lowa, Mi

Upper Newport Bay, Califc

Calvert; Campbell; Royce; Sanchez, Loretta

Upper Passaic River and Tribs, Long Hill, New Jersey

Frelinghuysen

Virginia Key Beach, Florida Meek

Waiakea Stream, Hawail Hirono

Webbers Falls Lock & Dam, Oklat (Rehab) Boren; Progr

West Sacramento Flood Control, Californi Thompson

West Virginia and Pennsylvania Flood Control, West Virginia & Pennsylvania Mollohan; Murtha
Western Cary Streams, Cary, North Carolina Price, David

Western Sarpy and Clear Creek, Nebraska Fortenberry

Whitney Dam and Powerhouse, Texas (Rehab) Edwards; Programmatic
‘Whitpain Township, Pennsylvania Schwartz

Witliamsburg Water Treatment Plant, Ohio Schmidt

Witmington Harbor, North Carolina Mclntyre; Price, David
Windam, Ohio Ryan, Tim

Winnebago River Levee Improvement, fowa Latham

Wiswall Dam, Durham, New Hampshi Shea-Porter

Wolf Creek, Kentucky (Seepage Control) Adnupistration; Rogers, Harold; Whitfield
Wood River Levee, llinois Costello

WWTP, Meridian, Texas Edwards

Yuba, Califomnia Herger

Mississippi River and Tributaries

Alexandria to the Gulf, LA Admi jon; Jindal
Atchafalaya Basin floodway system land study, LA Administration
Atchafalaya basin, floodway system, LA Adi

Atchafalaya Basin, LA Ad

Bayou Meto, AR Berry

Channel improvement, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS§, MO & TN Admini ion; Berry
Coldwater River below Arkabutla Lake, MS Administration
Mississippi River levees, AR, IL,KY, LA, MS, MO & TN Admini ion; Berry; Emerson; Jefferson; Jindal
New Madrid Levee Closure and Box Culvert, Missouri Emerson

St Johns Bayou-New Madrid Floodway, MO Emerson

Wappapello Lake, MO Emerson

‘West Tennessee Tributaries, TN Tanner

Wolf River, TN

Blackburn; Cohen
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R s)

Operation & Mai

AIWW, Dismal Swamp Canal, Virginia

Administration; Butterficld; Forbes

Alabama-Coosa Rivers, Alabama Adrini; ion; Bonner; Davis, Artur
Allatoona Lake, Georgia Administration; Gingrey
Appomattox River, Virginia Forbes; Scott, Robert
Arcadia Harbor, Michig; Hoekstra
Ashtabula Harbor, Ohio Admini ion; LaTourette
Atlantic I | Waterway (AIWW), Georgia Admini ion; Kingston
Aunt Lydia’s Cove, M. h Delahunt

Administration; C: gs; Hoyer; Rupp ger;
Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland Sarbanes
Bamnegat Inlet, New Jersey Saxton
Benbrook Lake, Texas Granger
Block Island Harbor, Rhode Island Langevin
Boston Harbor (Inner harbor), M i Administration; Lynch
Brazos sland Harbor, Texas Edwards; Ortiz
Bridgeport Harbor, C: Shays
Broad Creek, Virginia Davis, Jo Ann
Buffalo Harbor, New York Administration; Higgins
Buford Dam and Lake Sidney Lanier, Georgia Administration; Deal
Bums Waterway Harbor, Indianag Admini ion; Visclosky
Burns Waterway Smali Boat Harbor, Indiana Visclosky
Camp Ellis, Saco, Maine Admini ion; Allen
Canaveral Harbor, Florida  Admini; ion; Weldon
Carolina Beach Inlet, North Carolina Mclntyre
Clinton Lake, Kansas Administration; Boyda
Chnton River, Michi Levin
Cocheco River, Dover, New Hampshire Shea-Porter
Columbia River at Baker Bay, Wash Baird
Coos Bay, Oregon  Administration; DeFazio
Cowanesque Lake, Pennsylvania Administration; Peterson, John
Dale Hollow Lake, T Gordon
Dry Creck (Warm Springs) lake and channel, California Administration; Thomg Woolse;

Dutluth-Superior Harbor, Minnesota & Wisconsin

Administration; Obey

East Branch Clarion River Lake, Pennsylvania

Administration; Peterson, John
o

El Dorado Lake, Kansas Tiahrt

Elvis Stahr (Hickman) Harbor, Kentucky Administration; Whitfield

E: ia and Conecuh Rivers, Florida Administration; Miller, Jeff
Everglades and South Florida, Seminole Big Cypress, Florida Administration; Wasserman-Schultz
Georgetown Harbor, South Carolina Admini: ion; Brown, Henry
Glen Cove Creek, New York King, Peter

Grays Harbor, Washington

 Administration; Dicks
———

Great Lakes Navigation

T

Green Bay Harbor, Wisconsin

Administration; Kagen

Green Harbor Marshfield, Massach

Delahunt; Olver

Hampton Harbor, New Hampshi Shea-Porter
Horseshoe Cove, Florida Boyd
Houma Navigation Canal, Louisiana Admini Mel

Houston Ship Channel, Texas

Admimstration; Edwards; Green, Al; Green, Gene;

Lampson; Paul

Huron Harbor, Ohio

Intracoastal Waterway (IWW), Jacksonville to Miami, FL

Kaptur
Adrmim

Schultz; Wexler

Crenshaw; Diaz-Balart, Lincoln; Feeney;
Hastings; Klein; Mahoney; Ros-Lehtinen; Wasserman-

Intracoastal Waterway, Cal haichee River to Anclote River, Florida Admini; ion; Mack; Buct
Irondequoit Harbor, New York Walsh

J. Percy Priest, T Administration; Gordon
Jack D. Mal Channel {San Leandro), California Stark




55

Project Name Req s)
Operation & inued
Jamaica Bay, New York Mecks
James River Channel, Virginia (Hampton Roads) Admini: ion; Scott, Robert
Jones Inlet, New York Admini ion; King, Peter
Kewsunee Harbor, Wisconsin Admini. ion; Kagen
Lake Superior Small Harbor Dredging, Wisconsin Obey
Lake Waco, Texas Administration; Edwards
Lake Whitney, Texas Admini ion; Edward:
Leland Harbor, Michigan Camp
Lewisville Dam, Texas Administration; Burgess
Lexington Harbor, Michigan Milter, Candice
Long Island Sound DMMP, C and New York Admini ion; Courtney; Delauro; Shays
Manatee Harbor, Florida  Administration; Buchanan; Castor
Mattituck Harbor, New York Administration; Bishop, Timothy
McClelan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System, Okalahoma Administration; Sullivan
Menominee, Michigan Stupak
Michigan City Harbor, Indiana Donnelly
Millers Ferry Lock and Dam, Alabama Administration; Davis, Artur
Mississippi River Project (MVR), Mill Creek South Slough, Hlinois Hare
Monroe Harbor, Michigan Dingell
Moss Landing Harbor, California Admini Farr
Mystic River, Connecticut Courtney
Naples to Big Marca Pass, Florida Mack
New Topsail Inlet and Connecting channels, North Carolina Mcintyre
Newark Bay, Haek k & Passaic Rivers, New Jersey Administration; Payne
Newburyport Harbor, A t Tierney
Norfolk Harbor, Virginia Administration; Drake; Scott, Robert
Norwalk Harbor, Connecticut Shays
Noye Harbor, California Thomg Mike
Qakland Harbor, California Administration; Lee
Ohio River Locks & Dams, WV, KY & OH Admini: Motlchan; Rahall
Ohio River Navigation Administration; P i
Quachita and Black Rivers, Arkansas and Louisiana Admini ion; Alexander: Jindal; Ross
Paintsville Lake, Kentucky Administration; Rogers, Harold
Palm Beach Harbor, Florida Administration; Klein
Parish Creek, Marytand Hoyer
Pentwater Harbor, Michigan Hoekstra
Pillar Point Harbor, California Eshoo
Pinole Shoal study, California Miller, George; Tauscher
Admini ings; Hoyer; Ruppersberger;
Poplar Island, Maryland Sarbanes
Port Sanilac Harbor, Michigan Miller, Candice
Portage Lake, Michigan Hoekstra
Rieck Lake, Wisconsin Kind
Rio Grande Bosque Rehabilitation, New Mexico Wilson, Heather
Robert F Henry Lock and Dam, Alabama Administration; Everett
Rochester Harbor, New York faugh
Saginaw River, Michigan Administration; Kildee
San Francisco Bay Harbor and Bay (Drift Removal), California Administration; Pelosi
San Francisco Bay Harbor, California (Ocean Beach) Administration; Lantos; Pelosi
San Francisco Bay Long Term M Strategy, California Pelosi
San Pablo Bay and Mare Island Strait, California Miller, George; Tauscher
San Rafael Channel, California Woolsey
k Harbor, Michi Hockstra
Schuylkill River at Girard Point, Pennsylvania Brady
esuit Harbor, Massachusetts Delahunt
Shark River, New Jersey Administration; Pallone

Siuslaw River, Oregon

Administration; DaFazio
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Operation & - d
South Haven harbor, Michi Upton
St Joseph Harbor, Michi Admini ion; Upton
St. Paul Lower Harbor, Minnesota McCollum
i Sturgeon Bay Harbor & L ake Michigan Sip Canal, Wisconsin dministration; Kagen
Suisun Bay Chaanel, California Administration; Miller, George, Tauscher
Sunset Boat Basin, Illinois Hare
Table Rock Lake, Missouri Administration; Blunt
T Tombighee Waterway, AL & MS Administration; Davis, Artur; Wicker
Tillamook Bay & Bar, Oregon Hooley
Tioga-Hammond Lakes, Pennsylvania Admini ion; Peterson, John
Tionesta Lake, Pennsylvania Administration; Peterson, John
Town Bluff Dam, Texas Adminisiration; Brady
Tyler’s Beach, Virginia Administration; Forbes
Umpqua River, Oregon Admini ion; DaFazio
Upper Monangahela River A Project, West Virginia Mollohan
Wavkegan Harbor, lifinois Administration; Kirk
Westport River, M: i Frank
White Lake Harbor, Michigan Hockstra
White River, Arkansas Administration; Berry
Wicomico River, Wicomico County, Maryland Adwmini: Davis, Jo Ann; Gilchrest
Wilmington Harbor, New Castle County, Delaware Administration; Castle
Wolf River, T see Administration; Cohen
‘Wynn Road, Oregon, Ohio Administration; Kaptur
Yaguina River, Oregon Hooley

TITLE II - BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
Water and Related Resources

American River / El Dorado Temperature Control Device, California Deolittle
American River Pump Station, Catifornia Admi ion; Doolittle
Animas La-Plata, Colorado Salazar
Calleguas Municipal Water District Water Recycling Plant, California Gallegly
Central Valley Projects, Red Bluff Diversion Dam Fish Passage, California Administration; Herger
Columbia Basin Project, Washi Adrunistration; Hastings, Doc
CVP, Friant Diversion, Friant-Kem and Madera Canals Capacity Improvement,
California Radanovich
Dallas Trinity Lakes Study, Texas Johnson, Eddie; S
Equus Beds, Kansas Tiahrt
Fort Peck Reservation / Dry Prairie Rural Water System, Montana Rehberg
Garrison Diversion, North Dakota Admini Pomeroy
Hi-Desert W Coll and Reuse, Califorma Lewis, Jerry
Ticarilia Apache Reservation Rural Water System, New Mexico Udall, Tom
Lake Arrowhead Community Services District Integrated Water Resource Plan,
California Lewis, Jerry

Lake Cachuma Water and Sewer Treatment, California

Capps; Gallegly

Lake Mead - Las Vegas Wash Improvement Project, Nevada

Administration; Berkley; Porter

Lewis and Clark Rural Water System, South Dakota, Mi & lowa

Herseth; King, Steve; Walz
I

Long Beach Desali Project, California Miliender-McDonald; Rohrabach
Long Beach Water Reuse Project, California Administration; Millender-McDonald

Los Angeles Basin Water Supply A Study, Califc Administration; Sanchez, Linda

Lower Rio Grande Valley Water Resources Conservation Projects, Texas Administration; Edwards; Hinojosa; Ortiz
Makah Ci Water Project, Washing! Dicks

Mm Wiconi Rural Water, South Dakota Administration; Herseth

Mokelumne River Regional Water Storage, California McNerney

North Bay Water Reuse Project, California Woolsey

North San Diego County Water Recycling Project, California Admini Bilbray

Odessa Subarea Special Study, Washington

Administration; Hastings, Doc; McMorris Rodgers
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Water and Related Resources -
Admini ion; Miller, Gary; Rohrabacher; Sanchez,
Orange County Regional Water Recl; Project, California Loretta
Perkins County Rural Water System, South Dakota Herseth
Phoenix Metropolitan Water Reuse Project Administration; Pastor
Rancho Water District, California Bono; Issa
Rocky Boy's / North Central M Regional Water Rehberg
Salton Sea Research Project; New and Alamo Rivers, California Administration; Filner; Hunter
San Gabriel Basin R ion Fund, California Dreier; Napoli Roybal-Allard
an Jose Area Water Recl and Reuse, California Ad ion; Honda; Lofgren

an Juan River Water Pipeline Study, Utah

Nafh

an Luis Reservoir Lowpoint Improvement Project, California

Admunistration; Honda; Lofgren

Savidge Rapids Pumping Station, Oregon

Walden

SemiTropic Phase II, California

Costa

Trinity River R ion Program, California

Adminis ion; Miller, George; Thompson, Mike

Tualatin Basin Water Supply Project, Oregon Wu
Umatilla Basin project, Phase 111 Walden

Admint DeGette; Musgrave; Perlmutter; Udall,
Upper Colorado River - San Juan River Basin - Endangered Fish Program Mark
Upper Mojave River Well Figld Water Supply, California Lewis, Jerry
Upper San Joaquin River Storage igati Administration; Nunes; Radanovich
Washington [nvestigations Program, Washington Admini Hastings, Doc
Water Replenist District Regional Groundwater Monitoring Program Roybal-Allard
Water Reuse Facility, Nosth Los Vegas, Nevada Berkley
‘WaterReuse Foundation Young, C.W. Bill
Watsonville Area Water Recyeling project, California Farr
Williamson County Water Recycling Project, Texas Carter
Yakima Project, Washinggon  Admini: ion; Hastings, Doc
Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Study, W, Administration; Hastings, Doc
Yakima River Basin Water Storage Study, W Hastings, Do¢

Yuma East Wetlands, Arizona

Grijalva; Pastor

California Bay Delta Restoration

tnland Empire Regional Water Recycling Project

Calvert; Dreier

San Joaquin River Salinity M

Administration; Cardoza

CALFED Levee System Integrity Program, Califorma Tauscher
Contra Costa Water District Alternative [ntake Project Tauscher

Central Valley Project Restoration Fund

S River Fish Screen Projects, California TAdmunistration; Herger
TITLE 11 - DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
AAMURI Envi Research and Services (AL) Cramer
ACE program at Maricopa Community Colleges (AZ) Pastor
Advanced Cellular and Bi jecular Imaging (PA) Dent
Advanced Engineering Environment at Sandia Laboratory (CA, MA) Lynch
Advanced Green Design for Museum of Natural History (MN) MeCollum
Advanced Laboratory Technology Initiative (NJ) Andrews
Advancing Texas Biofuel Production (TX) Barton
Albright College Science Facilities (PA) Gerlach
Alliance for NanoHealth (TX) Culberson
Alternative BioFuel Infrastructure in Central Georgia (GA) Aarshail
Alternative Energy Geothermal Technology Demonstration Program (NY) Reynolds
Alternative Energy Workforce Applications Training Program (OH) Jones
Appalachian State University Biofuels and Biomass Research Initiative (NC) Foxx; Shuler
Arkansas State University ethanol fuel ) {AR) Berry
Belmont Bay Science Center (VA) Davis, Tom
Bennett College Science and Technology facility (NC) Watt
Berkshire Environmental Resources Center (MA) Olver
Biodiesel Injection Blending Facilities (PA) Dent
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TITLE H1 - DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY - inued
Bioenergy Cooperative ethanol biomass fuel plant (IN) Visclosky

BioEtt i Collat ive (SC) Barrett; Inglis; Wilson, Joe
Biofuel P Initiative Claflin University (SC) Clyburn; Wilson, Joe
Biofuels D p at Texas A&M (TX) Edwards

Biorefining for Energy Security at Ohio University - Lancaster (OH)

Hobson; Space

Bipolar Wafer Cell NIMH Lithium Jon Battery (CT)}

Murphy, Christopher

Boston College Institute for d Sci (MA) Markey, Olver
Bronx Community College ble Energy Center (NY) Serrano
Building Materials R ion Program (NC) Myrick
Building: d Pk Itaic Solar Energy System {(PA) Murphy, Tim
Bulk Production of Metallic Glass (OH) Kucinich
Carbon seq ion study (OH) Wilson, Charles
Cardiac Catheterization Rescarch and Equipment (TX) Carter

Casper College Renewable Energy Program (WY) Cubin

Center for Energy Efficient Design (VA) Goode

Center for I d Critical Infrastructures (PA) Murtha

Center for Renewable Energy, Science, and Technology (TX) Barton

Center for Zero Emissions R h and Technology (MT) Rehberg
Chenega Bay Generator Replacement (AK) Young, Don
Cheyney University STEM education infrastructure (PA) Sestak

Chicago Public Schools Science Laboratory Enhancement (IL) Gutierrez
Chicago State University Research (1L} Jackson
Children’s Oncology Group Childhood Cancer Research (TX) McCaul
CIMTRAK Cyber Security (IN) Visclosky
Clean and Efficient Diesel Locomotive (PA) English

Closed Loop Short R Woody B (NY) McHugh

Coal Fuels Alliance (KY) Davis, Geoff; Rogers, Harold
Coastal Wind Ohio (OH) Gillmor; Kaptur
Coe College ific I ion (1A) Loebsack
Colorado River Transmission Linc (AZ) Franks

Columbus Children's Hospital Imaging Equip ©oH)

Hobson; Pryce

Conductive, transparent coatings solar cell rescarch project (MA)

McGovern; Olver

C icut Biodiesel Power G €D

Murphy, Christopher

Connecticut Energy Savings Technology Project (CT)

DeLauro

Consortium for Plant Biotechnology Research

Price, David; Towns

Abercrombie; Aderholt; Carnahan; Conyers; Etheridge;

Conversion of Waste Biomass to Biocthano] (PA) Murtha
CU-ICAR Hydrogen Infrastructure (SC) Inglis

CVD single-crystal diamond optical switch (MD) Wynn

Decision Support Tools for Complex Analysis (OH) Hobson

DePaul University iplinary Science and Technology (IL) [Emanuel

Dine Power Authority (AZ) Renzi

Direct carbon fuel cell prototype (CA) |Eshoo

Driftless Area Initiative (IL, IA, MN & W]} Kind

Eastern Kentucky University Chemical Research Instr ion (KY) Chandler

Eastern Iilinois University Power Plant (IL) Johnson, Timothy
Eckerd College Science Center (FL) Young, C. W. Bill
Electric Utility Transmission Program (WA) McMorris Rodgers
Electric T Line Imp! (NY) Gillibrand; Israel
E ! College Center for Science Partnership (MA) Capuano

Energy and Sustainability Institute, lilinois Institute of Technology (IL) Emanuel

Energy efficiency through the NY Industrial Retention Network (NY) Nadler

Energy Efficient Press and Sinter of Titanium Powder (JL) Roskam

Envi | System Center at Syracuse University (NY) Walsh

First Responder "Green" House (NY) Hall, John
Florida Renewable Energy Program (FL) Putnam

Florida State University Electric Grid System Study (FL) Boyd
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TITLE 111 - DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY - i d

Fordham University Regional Science Center (NY) Serrano

Foel Cells for High Altitude Airship (OH) Regula

Fuel Research and Deyelop at Northern IHlinois University(IL) Lipinski

George Mason University Center for Biodefense and Disease Research

{(VA) Davis, Tom; Moran, James
Geoth i D Project (OH) Hobson
Cieothermal System at St Hospital in Elgin, IL (IL) Hastert

G Biotechnology Project (MD) Van Hollen; Wyan
Good Samaritan Hospital Speciaity Cancer Center (OH) Chabot

Great Lakes Energy Research Park, Michigan (MI) Camp

Great Plains Wind Power Test Facility (TX) Neugebauer

Green Building Tech for Lakeview Museum (IL) LaHood

Green Energy Xchange (NC) Shuler

Green Energy, Arts & Ed Center (NY) Mal

Green Mai Building, North Bergen (NJ) Rothman; Sires

Green Roof Project Southwest Brookiyn (NY)

Vv

Clarke.

Green Visitor Center, Brooklyn Botanic Garden (NY)

Gulf of Maine Research Institute lab upgrades (ME) Allen
Hamey Science Center Equipment (CA) Pelosi
[High Efficiency Cascade Solar Cells (NM} Pearce
High Energy Batteries for Hybrid Buses (IN) Burton
High voltage ission lines Phase I {TN) Cordon
Hofstra University Center for Cond d Matter Research (NY) McCarthy
Hybrid Hydraulic Drivetrain di OH) Ryan, Tim
Hydro Partners in Brazil (OH) Hobson
Hydrogen Energy Production and Storage - Phase IV (OH) Tumer
Hydrogen fuel cell development in Columbia, SC (SC) Clyburn
IHinois State University Biomass Research (L} Weiler
Imaging and Oncology Equip aUVSC (UT) Cannon
Indiana Wesleyan University School of Nursing (IN)} Burton
Inland Northwest Research Afliance (INRA) Water Research (WA) Dicks

Institute for Collaborative Sciences Research (FL)

Diaz-Balart, Mario

Integrated Biomass Refining Institute at North Carolina State University (NC)
T T )

Etheridge; Price, David

Y research, and facilities at NextEdge
Technology Park (OH) Habson
Intermediary BioChemicals (MI) Rogers, Mike (MD}
International Alternative Cleanup Technology Agreement (PA, SC) Doyle; McHenry
lowa Central Community College Renewable Fuels Lab (IA) Latham
lowa Stored Energy Plant (IA) Latham
ITM Reaction-Driven Ceramic Membrane Systems (PA) Dent
Jackson Park Hospital Green Medical Office Building (IL) Rush
Jacksonville University Marine Science Research Institute (FL) Brown, Cotrine; Crenshaw
Jefferson County Bioenergy Initiative (CO) Perlmutter
Junigta Ultra Low Emission Locomotive D {PA) Shuster
Jupiter Oxy Fuel Technology Project (IN, TX) Barton; Visclosky
Kansas City Plant Multi-Disciplined Integrated Collab (MO) Cleaver
King County Biogas and Nutrient Reduction Project (WA) Reichert
Kotzebue Blectric Wind Power System (AK) Young, Don
KUMC Tele-Oncology Network (KS) Moran, Jerry
Laboratory for Advanced Laser-Target I (OH) Hobson; Pryce
Lake Granbury and Lake Whitney A (TX) Edwards
Lapeer Regional Medical Center CT Simulator (M) Miller, Candice
Laurentian Energy Authority (MN) Oberstar
Levine Children's Hospital CT Scanner (NC) Hayes
Lightweight Power Supply Development (PA) Gerlach
Logan Cancer Center Equip and Technology (UT) Bishop, Rob
Loma Linda University Medical College Radiation Protection Program (CA) Lewis, Jerry
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TITLE 111 - DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY - d

Louisiana State University Altermnative Energy Rescarch (LA)

Alexander; Baker; Jindal

Louisville Science Center (KY)

Yarmuth

Luther College Science Building renovation project (1A) Latham
MARET Center (MO) Blunt
Marshall Fund Minority Energy Science Initiative (MD) C ing;
Martin County Fuel Cell develop (NC) Butterfield
Mat} Science and Technology Research and Training Lab project (PA) Fattah

MBI 1 | biomass research (MD) Rogers, Mike (MI)
Memoria Health System, Springfield, [tlinois (1L} LaHood
Memorial Hermann Baptist Hospital Orange--1.5T MR1 (TX) Brady
Messiah College Biodiesel Fuel G Project (PA) Platts

Miami Museum of Science Renewable Energy Project (FL) Ros-Lehtinen
Michigan Tech Nanostructured Materials (M1) Stupak

Mili Seat Landfill Bioreactor Renewable Green Power (NY) Reyrolds
Minnesota Center for Renewable Energz {MN) ‘Walz
Modular Energy Storage System for Fuel Cells (MI} Knollenberg

Morebouse College Energy Science Research and Education Initiative (GA)

Johnson, Henry; Lewis, John

Mt. Wachusett Comm. College Carbon Neutral Bioenergy (MA)

Olver

Nanostructural Materials for Safe Alternative Energy (NC)

Mitler, Brad; Price, David

Nano-structured fuel cell t 1 de assembly (CA)

Eshoo

Nanostructured Solar Cells (AR) Snyder
Nanosystems Initiative at the University of Rochester (NY) Slaughter
Nanotechnology R h 1 hips in IHinois (IL) Schakowsky
NaSi and Na-SG Powder Hydrogen Fuct Cells (NJ) Holt
National Center for Manufacturing Sciences {(MD) Dingell
National Center for Reliable Electric Power Tr (AR} B

Navajo Hopi Land Commission R ble Develop (NM) Udall, Tom
NCCR “Green” Building McCrery

NE Ohio Carbon Seq Pipeline Scoping Study (OH) Ryan, Tim
Neuroscience Laboratory, Di ican University (IL) Davis, Danny
New Albany Electrical (MS) Wicker

New Mexico Center for Isotopes in Medicine (NM) ‘Wilson, Heather
New School University Green Building (NY) Nadler
Northeast Texas Community College Biodiesel (TX) Hall, Ralph
Northwest Indiana Computational Grid (IN) Visclosky
Notre Dame Geoth } lonic Liquids Research (IN) Visclosky
Notre Dame Innovation Park (IN) Donnelly
Nuclear Security Science and Policy Institute, Texas A&M (TX) Edwards
Nutley Energy Efficient Elementary Schoals (NJ) Pascrelf

Nye County Renewable Energy Feasibility Study (NV) Heller

NYIT Building Efficiency D Project (NY) Israel
Offshore Detection Integrated System (OH) LaTourette
Ohio River Clean Fuels CO2 Production & Ermissions Study (OH) Ryan, Tim
One kilowatt biogas fueled solid oxide fucl cell stack (NY) Higgins
|Oregon Institute of Technology Geo-Heat Center (OR) Walden
Perry Memorial Hospital PACS System (IL) Weller

Phase If Design and Const. of Sage Hall Science (FL) Mica

Pl ftaic D ion Project (CT) Larson
Pikeville Medical Center, Kentucky (KY) Rogers, Harold
Pilot Energy Cost Control Evaluation (WV, PA, & IN) Visclosky
Pioneer Valley Life Sciences Initiative (MA) Neal; Olver
Placer County Bi Uil Pilot Project (CA) Doolittle
Plug-in Hybrid Electric Vehicle D ion {CA) Dreier; Lewis, Jerry
Port of Urnatilla biodiesel refining plant (OR) ‘Walden
Proton Beam Therapy (WA) Reichert
Purdue Calumet Inland Water Institute (IN) Visclosky
Purdue Hydrogen Technologies Program (IN} Visclosky
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Purdue Technology Center (IN) Visclosky
Rencwable & Logistic Fuels for Fuel Cells at the Colorado School of Mines (CO) _{Perimutter
Renewable Energy Biomass Utilization Program (AK) Young, Don
Risk-based Data M System (OK) Fallin

RIT d Power Microsystems (NY) Kuhl; Walsh
Rockland C Coliege Science Lab y (NY) Enget
Roosevelt University Biology Lat y Equipe (L) Davis, Danny
Safe detector system for hydrogen leaks (CA) Harman

San Francisco MUNI Solar Energy Facility (CA) Pelosi
Secure Wireless Devices and Sensors (IN) Hill

Seton Hall University Science and Technology Center (NJ) Payne
Silicon based solid oxide fuel cell chip (MA) Tierney

Solar Consortium of New York photovoltaic research and development center (NY)!

Hinchey

Solid Acid Fuel Cell Research (CA) Schiff’

Solid Oxide fuel cell systems develop (OH) Regula

Sorghum to Ethanol Research (CO) Musgrave; Perlmutter
South Carolina HBCU Math and Science Initiative (SC) Clyburn

South Carolina Lambda Rail Computer Network Portal (SC) Spratt

South County Nature Preserve, Irvington, NY (NY) Lowey

Bioenergy Initiative (AL)

Ragers, Mike (AL)

St. Clare's Hospital (NJ)

Frelinghuysen

St. Joseph's University Science Center Equip {(PA)

Brady, Robert, Gerlach

St. Rose D Heospitals Sierra Trauma Center (NV) Porter
St, Thomas University - CORTE (FL) Diaz-Balart, Lincoln
Stamford Waste-to-Energy Project (CT) Shays
Strategic Biomass Initiative (MS) Pickering
Stripper Well Consortium (PA) Peterson, John
SUNY Cobleskiil bio-waste to bio-energy project (NY) McNujty
SUNY-Oswego Energy Independ (NY) McHugh
Sustainable Bi Is Devel Center (CO) Musgrave
Sustainable Energy Center Biodiesel from Algae (MD) Upton

ble Energy Research Center (MS) Pickering

ble Energy Research Facility Construction (MD) Bartlett

ble LED Fl Light Reph ent Technology (M) Knollenberg
| Tanadgusix Foundation Hydrogen Project (AK) Young, Don
Technical Product Data Initiative {OH) Hobson
Technology for print disabled sindents (FL) Young, C.W. Bill
Texas A&M Green Campus Research Initiative (TX) Cuetiar
Texas Center for Advanced Science Competitiveness and Medeling (TX) Burgess

Texas Hydrogen Highway (TX)

Green, Geng; Lampson

The Greenville Steam Efficiency project (ME)

The Gulf Petro Initiative (LA) Boustany
The Methanol Economy (CA) Watson
Tools for nanotechnology education (OR) Wu
Truckee Meadow Water Rect Facility (NV) Helfer
UMASS Integrative Science Building (MA) Olver
University of Missouri-Rolia Distributed Energy Research Center (MO} Emerson
University of Akron Carbon Based Fuel Cell (OH) Sutton
University of Arizona photovoltaic ator develop (AZ) Giffords
University of Dubuque, Envir J Science Center (JA) Bralcy
University of Georgia Biorefinery and Fuel Cell Research (GA) Barrow; Kingston
University of Kentucky Biofuels Research Laboratory (KY) Lewis, Ron

University of North Alabama Green Campus lnitiative (AL)

Aderholt; Cramer

University of North Carolina Collat Initiative in Bi | Imaging (NC)

Hayes; Price, David

University of Oklahoma Biofuels Refining (OK) Cole; Lucas
University of Saint Francis Science Center (IN) Souder; Visclosky
Uaiversity of Southern Indiana Engineering Equipment (IN) Ellsworth
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Urban Research Center and Greenhouse, Brooklyn (NY) Towns

USA Cancer Institute Oncology Medical Record System (AL) Bonner

Utility Integration of Distributed G ion (CA) Davis, Susan

Vehicle to Grid Demonstration Project (DE) Castle

Vermont Independent Colleges Zero-Energy Campaign (VT) Welch

Wake Forest University Research on alternatives to | NC) Foxx

Waste-to-Energy C ion Project, Munster, IN {IN) Visclosky

Wauchula Municipal Electric Substation Rehab (FL) Buct

Wave power d ion project, Reedsport Oregon (OR) DeFazio

‘Western Envi | Technology Office (MT) Rehberg

Western North Carolina Clean Energy Business Incubator (INC) Shuler

Westminster College Science Center (UT) Matheson

White Earth Tribal Nation Wind Energy (MN) Peterson, Collin

‘Wichita State University Sustainable Energy Solutions (KS) Tishrt

‘Willimar Municipal Utilities Power G ion Study (MN) Peterson, Collin

Wind Spires as an Alternative Energy Source (OH) Jones, Stephanie Tubbs

Woody Biomass Project at SUNY-ESF (NY) Walsh

'Wyandotte Green Windpower on Brownfields project (MI) Kiipatrick

Xavier University Science Equip (OH) Chabot

York College National Energy Resource Center (SC) Spratt

TITLE VI - INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION

Bluegrass Pride WATER Projects (KY)

[Chandler
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